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Current Topics. 


The New Lord of Appeal. 

THE APPOINTMENT of Sir Epwarp Carson in succession to the 
late Lonp Mouton as a Lord of Appeal-in-Ordinary had been 
generally anticipated. Long experience in the courts and high 
professional distinction as one of the chief advocates of the day, 
have earned for Sir Epwarpb a promotion which will meet with 
the general approval of the legal profession. The only criticism 
anyone is likely to make of the appointment concerns its 
expediency at the present moment, when Ireland is torn in two 
by a civil war for which his greatest admirers will be prepared to 
concede that some personal responsibility attaches to Sir Epwarp, 
and not the merits or the qualifications of the new Law Lord. 
But perhaps such a standpoint could scarcely have been taken 
with grace by the Lord Chancellor who wasthe Fidus Achates of 
Sir Epwarp in the days when he organized Ulster. Sir Epwarp 
CARSON was called to the Irish Bar four and forty years ago, when 
he was twenty-three years of age, so that he is now on the verge 
of seventy. It was not until he was forty-two, when already an 
Irish K.C., that he transferred his energies to the English Bar, 
and at once attained a place in the front rank of contemporary 
advocates. In 1892, the year before his call to the English Bar, 
he had become Irish Solicitor-General. We fancy that he is the 
only instance of an Irish law officer who has subsequently become 
a member of the English Bar. A similar instance, perhaps, is that 
of Mr. Harney, K.C., who some years ago, was called to the 
English Bar after having held law office in Australia. Sir E>warp 
was English Solicitor-General for 1900 to 1906, but only became 
Attorney-General, and that for a very brief space, in 1915. In 
the House of Lords, no doubt, Sir Epwarp will not lose the 
reputation for dignified and commanding oratory which he 
acquired in the Commons. 


Judicial Salaries. 

We uave nor hitherto referred to the suggestion for the 
increase of judicial salaries which was made in the House of 
Commons on the recent Motion (20th April) for the appointment 
of an additional judge of the King’s Bench Division. The 
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the calculation that, after allowing for taxation and increased 
expenses of living, a High Court Judge had to live on something 
less than £1,500 a year. Probably Captain Tuorre made a 
mistake when he said that the British Judiciary were about the 
worst paid in Europe. In fact, we believe they are—apart 
from present abnormal circumstances—far the best paid. But 
that does not alter the fact that their financial means have 
suffered substantial, if temporary, depreciation. The Attorney- 
General agreed entirely with Captain THorPE’s suggestion and 
said the time had fully come when the salaries should, in common 
fairness, be reconsidered ; and later, on the 5th inst., in answer 
to a question in Parliament, he said that the question of the 
revision of the present rates of emolument was under considera- 
tion. The question of taxing judicial salaries has been much 
considered in the United States, where it has been maintained 
that any such diminution of the salary is unconstitutional. 
We presume that all officials of the Courts under judicial rank 
receive bonuses as members of the Civil Service. This, we 
believe, is also the case with County Court Judges. The whole 
question of bonuses and official increases of salary is a little 
tantalizing to the private practitioner who has no such easy 
resource ; but it will be readily admitted that high judicial office 
should be remunerated so as to ensure to its holder the social 
ease and consideration to which they are entitled, and to continue 
to attract leading members of the Bar. 


The Work for the Courts. 

Tue Trinity Cause Lists are chiefly remarkable for the 
continued increase in the number of divorce causes. The 
statistical authorities have not adopted our reasonable suggestion 
of distinguishing between probate and divorce causes, but we 
may assume that probate is insignificant in comparison with 
divorce, and, omitting any deduction on this head, there are 
2,942 divorce causes down for hearing—undefended 2,473 and 
defended 459, with ten jury cases in addition. The total of all 
cases (other than appeals) is 4,803, but this, it will be seen, 
represents mainly divorce work. We recognise the diligence of 
the Lord Chancellor in adding this work to the duties of an 
office already sufficiently exacting, and the assistance rendered 
by Lord Mersey and Sir Arruur CHANNELL (who is sitting in 
the King’s Bench Division), and we need not repeat our query 
as to why all the divorce business is still concentrated in London. 
If the Administration of Justice Act has been proved unworkable, 
it would be convenient for an announcement to be made on the 
subject. In the K.B.D. the work—with a total of 1,392, is well 
above the average, and the 294 cases and 93 companies (winding- 
up) matters in the Chancery Division show that none of the 
judges of that Division can be spared to assist elsewhere. The 
appeals (151) are only an average number, but probably, with 
current additions, they will keep the two courts occupied 
throughout the sittings. 








Saturday Sittings. 

THE MAIN QUESTION is how to deal with the work in the 
K.B.D. and in divorce so as to make sufficient progress in clearing 
it off during the present sittings We have referred to the 
voluntary judicial power which is available. In addition, it is 
announced that Saturday will be restored as a working day in 
the K.B.D. The tendency to drop Saturday first appeared, we 
believe, in the Chancery Division, and it was justified partly by a 
slightly increased length of sitting on other days, and partly by 
the fact that the judges required the day to prepare for the 
chamber summonses on Monday. Those who are interested in 
the life of a chancery judge can read all the details of this pre- 
paration in the evidence given by Lord Swiyren, then Sir C. 
Swinren Eapy, before the Commission of 1913 on Delay in the 
K.B.D. But we rather imagine that that eminent judge, whose 
death was so sincerely regretted, employed Saturday, and perhaps 
Sunday, to such advantage that he usually secured an early 
release on Monday. The Saturday work in the K.B.D. was 
discussed by Lord ALversTone in his evidence before the same 
Commission, and he stated the regulation under which only 
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part-heard ordinary cases were taken and short causes and 
Order XIV cases. The Saturday business has been, we believe, 
a diminishing matter since then, and the arrangement for restoring 
it to its full original dimensions, involving even, if necessary, 
sitting on Saturday afternoon, represents an effort in dealing with 
business which in these days may fairly be described as heroic ; 
but, then, a full Saturday’s work is an ordinary incident with 
lawyers outside the courts. There is also the question of the 
Long Vacation, about which Sir Harry Po.anp has written a 
letter to The Times, which we print elsewhere, but, as was stated 
by the Lord Chancellor in the House of Lords recently (ante, 
p. 486), this is under consideration, and the new scheme for 
hearing cases then will doubtless be announced in due course. 
But this does not touch the shortening of the Long Vacation, 
which, as Sir Harry PoLanp points out, was recommended by 
the Royal Commission referred to above (see 58 Sou. J., p. 159), 
and which has frequently been urged in other quarters. 


Unreadiness in the Divorce Court. 


Hiruerto, ow1NG to the fact that normally there exists only 
one Divorce Court, the barristers who practise in that court have 
not required to adopt the convenient practice of devilling. The 
altered conditions of the present year, when five courts are sitting 
to hear divorce causes, has introduced in the Probate, Divorce and 
Admiralty Division the familiar difficulty of the other two sections 
of the High Court: a busy practitioner finds that he has to be 
in two or more places at the same time. This, as NewTon and 
Descartes agreed, is not possible according to the present laws 
of dynamics; nor has the new theory of ErnsTetn, so far as we 
know, made a revolution in this branch of natural philosophy. 
It follows that the divorce practitioner who has several cases 
must either return his briefs or devilthem. But devilling, except 
in poor persons’ cases, which are nearly always undefended, has 
never been the fashion in the Divorce Court. Hence, most 
practitioners have found a difficulty in arranging for a devil to 
take their place. And so cases are called which are not ready. 
Hitherto most judges, fully appreciating the difficulties of counsel, 
have been content to let such cases stand out; but the practice 
has become a nuisance, and the Lord Chancellor, on Tuesday of 
this week, announced that he would not countenance it any 
longer. In future—he stated—the counsel briefedin cases which 
are not ready must intimate that fact to the Clerk of the Rules 
the day before such cases are likely to be in the list, and they will 
then obtain from him all proper assistance. No doubt, some such 
course has become necessary, since about ten cases are ordered 
to, stand over on each week-day, an impossible position, which 
puts the work of the courts quite out of gear. 


The Certification of Lunatics. 


Tue action of Brown v. Craig and others (Times, 25th May) 
inevitably ended in a verdict for the defendants. The plaintiff, 
who conducted his own case, was a gentleman who had served 
his country, according to his own evidence, which was not con- 
tradicted, in various ways of great usefulness during the war; 
but who, apparently, formed the idea that neglect of his merits 
was due to a conspiracy against him on the part of those in power. 
Such an illusion is very frequent in men who feel themselves 
unjustly slighted, and it would be dangerous to regard it as 
evidence of insanity. In this case, however, while the plaintiff 
was being detained in Wandswerth Prison in connection 
with a charge made during his period of military service, 
he was certified to be insane by a distinguished alienist, and 
imprisoned as a criminal lunatic in the Berkshire County Asylum. 
The medical officer of the asylum, convinced of his sanity, subse- 
quently released him, and he sued two other medical men for 
conspiracy to certify him without sufficient cause. There could 
be no doubt that the doctors acted bond fide in granting the 
certificate, so that the plaintiff could not possibly hope to succeed. 
But the occurrence, from time to time, of cases in which people 
who are only eccentric are certified and shut up as lunatics, 
suggests that our present lunacy laws are not quite satisfactory. 





Pe) De ee a es ee ele lS ll Ue Oe! 





B, I9z1 


uses and 
le believe, 
restoring 
ecessary, 
bling with 
8 heroic ; 
lent with 
on of the 
written a 
as stated 
tly (ante, 
heme for 
e course, 
/acation, 
nded by 
p- 159), 


sts onl y 
urt have 
g- The 
e sitting 
ree and 
sections 
18 to be 
‘ON and 
nt laws 
r as we 
»sophy. 
| cases 
except 
ed, has 
> most 
evil to 
ready. 
yunsel, 
ractice 
day of 
it any 
which 
Rules 
y will 
2 such 
‘dered 
which 


May) 
ntiff, 
rved 
con- 
war; 
erits 
wer. 
elves 
it as 
ntiff 
tion 
vice, 
and 
um. 
bse- 
for 
vuld 
the 
ed 


ple 
ics, 
ry. 





May 28, 1921 


They do not provide sufficient protection for an alleged lunatic 
against a bond fide mistake by a well-meaning practitioner. In 
fact, it is not fair to a medical practitioner to impose on him 
the heavy responsibility of either giving his certificate or refusing 
it in such a case. One sees no reason why the law should not be 
amended so as to require an order of justices, made in court 
but after a hearing in camerd, before any person can be detained 
on certificate as a lunatic. This requires very little amendment 
of the law, and ought to prove satisfactory, especially if the 
defendant is given the usual right to appeal to Quarter Sessions 
against such an order. 





Milkmaids as Agricultural Servants. 

WHEN THE present Earl Spencer was a popular Chief Whip in 
the House of Commons, and was addressing that House on an 
Agricultural Holdings Bill, he once occasioned much amusement 
among his colleagues on the green benches at St. Stephens by 
commencing a speech with these words: “Sir, I am not an 
agricultural labourer.’’ In those days, indeed, one could hardly 
have imagined the Legislature confounding rural Hodge with the 
spruce “ Lord Bobby Spencer,” one of the dandies of the House, 
in any statutory definition. But much water has rolled under 
the bridge since then. Nowadays statutes create strange fictions 
in the course of a definition clause; for instance, the Military 
Service Acts converted a conscript into a voluntary recruit by 
solemnly declaring that he must be “ deemed to have enlisted.” 
And so the question has come before a Divisional Court, by way 
of a case stated by the justices of Oakmere, Chester, in Hampton 
v. Winward (Times, 22nd inst.), whether a milkmaid is or is not 
an “agricultural labourer” within the meaning of the Corn 
Production Act, 1917, s. 4 (1). The precise phrase used in the 
sub-section is “* workmen in agriculture,’ a somewhat novel way 
of saying “agricultural labourers.” Now it is clear that in 
any modern statute, by the effect of the Interpretation Act, 1890, 
words in the masculine gender embrace the feminine gender as 
well, unless the contrary is expressly stated or cleatly implied. 
So “ workmen in agriculture.” must primd facie be,construed to 
include “‘ workwomen in agriculture.”” The question which does 
arise is whether the milking of cows, whether by men or maids, 
is “* work in agriculture.” Now, agriculture is defined in s. 17 (1) 
as including “the use of land as grazing, meadow, or pasture 
land, or orchard, or osier land, or woodland, or for market gardens 
or nursery grounds.” In other words, the definition includes 
most operations of what is popularly known as “ farming,” 
whether of crops or of cattle. But the justices, and the Divisional 
Court which upheld their view, refused to treat the mere milking 
of cows as “ work in agriculture,” nor is it likely that the Legis- 
lature intended it to be so included, although it requires some 
hard reasoning to get out of that interpretation. The point 
arose out of the refusal of the farmers to pay milkmaids the 
minimum wage of an agricultural workman as fixed by statute, 
and an attempt by the Board of Agriculture to compel them to 
do so. Mr. Justice Dariine, who delivered an entertaining but 
logical judgment, pointed out clearly that an agricultural opera- 
tion consists in raising crops or cattle : the subsequent milling of 
the wheat, or milking of the cow, or manufacture of butter at a 
creamery, are manufacturing operations, although carried on under 
rural conditions. 


Sub-letting of Part of Premises. 


THERE HAS LONG been much difference of opinion among 
lawyers, and much doubt expressed in text-books, as to how far 
the assignment of part only, or sub-letting of part only of 
premises, amounts to breach of a covenant not to assign or 
sublet. The better opinion, we believe, has always been that, in 
the absence of the words “ nor any part thereof,” subletting of 
a part only is not a breach of the covenant. Against this, 
however, is sometimes urged the object of such covenants, 
namely, to prevent the entrance of undesirable tenants; this 
mischief is as great when part is sublet, as when the whole is. 
But both law and equity lean against a forfeiture, and construe 
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such questions in favour of the party on whom a burden is 
imposed ; and Mr. Justice SazarMAN took this view in the recent 
case of Longman v. Marcose (Times, 7th inst.). Here a flat had 
been let for seven years subject to a covenant restraining the 
assignment or subletting of the premises without consent of the 
lessor. The tenant sublet the flat for a month, but retained 
some limited rights of user of the premises. In view of the 
merely partial occupation, the learned judge treated this as 
merely subletting of a “ part’ of the premises, and held that 
this did not operate to create a forfeiture. This is in accordance 
with Cottell v. Baker (64 S.J. 276.) 
A Contemporary Criticism of the Code Napoleon. 
THERE Is A contemporary French criticism of the CopE 
NAPOLEON, published soon after its final enactment, which may be 
of interest to the learned among our readers. The critic is 
BouRRIENNE, NaPo.eon’s old comrade at the military school 
of Brienne, and afterwards his private secretary, and the locus 
of the criticism is his famous “ Memoirs of Bonaparte” (English 
edition, pp. 344-6). BouRRIENNE was a great admirer but a candid 
critic of NAPOLEON ; in particular, he watched with dread the ever- 
increasing grandiose schemes of his master, and often, but in vain, 
warned him against his habit of building on sand, until finally 
NAPOLEON dismissed him, although not expressly on account of 
their differences of opinion. ‘ It wasin the month of November, 
1807,” says Bourrienne, “that the French Code of Laws, 
upon which the most profound legislators had indefatigably 
laboured since the commencement of the Consulate” [t.e. since 
1799], “ was established as the law of the State under the title of 
the Cope NapoLeon. This monument of jurisprudence will no 
doubt be mentioned to NapoLeon’s honour in history, but could 
it be supposed that the same system of legislation would be 
equally applicable in the vast extent of empire which France 
then comprised! How absurd to imagine that the same laws 
were suitable to the crafty Genoese, and to the frank and simple- 
hearted Hamburger; and yet, as soon as the Cope NaPoLeon 
was promulgated, I received orders to establish it in the Hanse 
Towns!” The point of Bourrienne’s very reasonable criticism 
will become apparent when it is remembered that in 1807, 
Napo.eon’s Empire consisted not only of France as it now is, but 
also of Belgium, Holland, all Germany west of the Rhine, a strip 
of territory along the North Sea coast going so far as Lubeck, 
and the Northern half of Italy. In addition, there existed the 
vassal states included in the Confederation of the Rhine, Naples, 
the Helvetian Republic, and Spain; but Napo.eon did not 
attempt to control the internal affairs of those states, nor to 
legislate for them. Although Bourrienne’s criticism 1s reason- 
able enough, it is not easy to see how Napotgeon could have 
discriminated between one part of France and another, as regards 
the application of the Code; nor could he easily have excluded 
it from the recently-annexed additions to his Empire. For France 
was not a Federal, but a UnitaryState ; had it been Federal, the 
difficulties would have been less. And, as a matter of fact, the 
territories to which the Code was then applied, although taken from 
France—except, of course, the ancient area of the French 
Monarchy—in 1815, have always retained the Code. Its superior 
liberalism and enlightenment were such that, once adopted in 
any country, the people would not suffer their rulers to abrogate 
it. Attempts to do so, on the part of restored princes in Italy 
or Germany, all proved failures. 


The Jury System and the Code Napoleon. 

Curious_y ENnoven, if Bourrtenne be right, and he certainly 
was in a position to learn the exact facts, the most difficult 
part of the Code to work was the jury system of criminal pro- 
cedure. We are so accustomed to trial by jury in England that 
we look upon it as the natural and ordinary system of procedure : 
it is a little difficult to realise that no Continental country had it 
before 1789, and that even in Scotland —which based its juridical 
institutions on those of France—it is a plant of very recent 
growth. Before 1832 only criminal juries were known in 
Scotland, except in unusual circumstances, and it was not until 
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a decade ago that the Coroner's inquest and jury were partially 
and tentatively introduced, under a different name, into the King- 
dom across the Tweed. “ The jury system was tolerably well 
received’ [in the French Empire] says BourrrenneE ; “ but the 
inhabitants, not accustomed to such severe punishments as the 
Code awarded to cert tin offences, were exceedingly unwilling to 
have any share in their infliction Hence resulted the frequent 
and serious abuse of men being acquitted, whose guilt was 
evident enough to the jury, but who chose rather to pronounce 
them * Not guilty’ than condemn them to a punishment they 
considered too severe. Another reason, too, assigned for their 
leniency was that the people, not yet fully acquainted with the 
new laws, were not sensible of the penalties they incurred for 
particular offences.” The same difficulty is experienced to-day 
in some of our tropical colonies, ¢.g., East Africa, where juries 
comprised of white settlors are notoriously reluctant to convict 
white men of the murder of natives and other crimes of violence 
against them. The hanging or imprisonment of a white man is 
contrary to the accepted sentiment of white men among natives. 
In such cases the jury system 1s not easy to work. 


Intoxication as a Defence. 


A srory told by Bourrtenne of the difficulties occasioned 
by the sudden intrusion of the jury into the continental penal 
system, 18 most instructive even to-day. It turns on the vexed 
question, how far drunkenness is a defence to a charge of crime, 
a point recently considered by our own House of Lords in the 
leading case of Beard y. Director of Public Prosecutions (1920, 
A.C. 479). A man accused of stealing a cloak in Hamburg 
was being tried by a jury of Hamburg citizens. He pleaded 
that the offence was committed in a moment of intoxication. 
In England, it is now settled, this is only a good plea in two 
cases, first, when the intoxication amounts to complete dementia, 
a is that of insanity, not intoxication, 
and secondly, wher the accused was too drunk to have a criminal 
intent at all: it is a good plea if he was merely too drunk 
to appreciate the nature and dangerous character of the act 
doing. In Bourrignne’s case, the Hamburg jury 
retired to consider their verdict. The foreman, one M. Von 
KiNINGEN, told his fellows that the prisoner was not guilty 
because, as he said, the Syndic of the town had dined with 
him one day, and after drinking too much, took away his 
mistake! The jury, not appreciating the distinction 
between the Syndic’s which a bond fide mistake 
excludes question of criminal intent, and the drunken 
theft of the accused, promptly found a verdict of ** Not guilty.” 
Bourrienne, however, takes this slip of the jury a little too 
regarding it as proof positive of the unsuitability of 
juries for the trial of criminals ; he calls the acquittal a decision 
worthy Court of The difficulty which 
NAPOLEON must have found in the introduction of an enlightened 
jurisprudence into France and the Empire, is aptly illustrated 
by the attack on trial by jury which BourrienNne, a very 
enlightened man for that age, bases on such trivial blunders as 
this. 
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New Annuity Proposals. 


EVERY ONE KNOWS the satisfaction of having an annuity to 
depend on. An annutity is the best security for length of 
days, and we believe there is poetic authority for this. “If 80, 
the new life annuity proposals of the Liverpool and London 
and Globe Insurance Company, Limited, a notice of which appears 
on another page, look as though they were merely philanthropical. 
But annuities have a number of uses also in the making of pro 
visions for dependeats and for the management of estates, and 
no doubt the proposals will be found to serve equally the needs 
of clients and the interests of shareholders. 


The Inns of Cart O.T.C. will give a b ll on Wednesday, July 6, in the 
[nner Temple Hall. 





The Law of Property Bill. 


Tue Law of Property Bill was considered on Report in the 
House of Lords on Tuesday. A number of amendments were 
made, nearly the whole of which were drafting amendments, and 
we need not mention them in detail. They are designed to avoid 
doubt in the working of the measure. Thus, several amendments 
were made in the Fifth Schedule, which contains provisions 
relating to settlements and becomes operative under clause 12, 
the object being to secure that, on a conveyance to trustees in 
settlement, there shall be no doubt as to the trustees taking the 
legal estate, notwithstanding that, owing to the settlement not 
complying with the provisions of the Act, it takes effect only in 
equity. These and other drafting amendments testify to the 
minute care with which the draftsman of the Act has endeavoured 
to make his work complete. 

The substantial amendment of most importance is one relating 
to the making of orders for the extension of compulsory registra- 
tion. As io this, the present system, under which the initiative in 
regard to extension lies with the county council, is to continue 
for ten years from the commencement of the Act; that is, from 
Ist January, 1923. The original period of delay was five years, 
but the prolongation to ten years has already been made. Under 
clause 180 the procedure after that period will be that the initiative 
wil! lie with the Government; but the county council and any law 
society whose district is proposed to be affected may obtain a 
public inquiry, and the person—who will be appointed by the 
Lord Chancellor—holding the inquiry will report to the Lord 
Chancellor. If, after the report or after failure to ask for an 
inquiry within the prescribed period, the Lord Chancellor decides 
to proceed with the proposed order, he must lay the draft before 
Parliament, and if either House presents an address against the 
draft, the order will not be made. This procedure will be varied, 
under an amendment moved by the Marquis of SALisBuURY, and 
accepted with a slight amendment by the Lord Chancellor, by 
throwing the function of authorising the order definitely upon 
the Legislature. Thus clause 180 (5) (viii) now reads :— 

(viii) The order shall not be made unless both Houses by Resolution 
approve the Draft, either without modification or with modifications 
to which both Houses agree; but upon such approval being given 
the Order may be made in the form in which the Draft has been 
approved. 

Some amendments were made in clauses which would arouse 
great interest if they had been put forward as separate changes 
in the law, but which are in danger of being lost sight of in the 
great mass of miscellaneous changes which the Bill embodies. 
Oné is clause 98, which is intended to remove certain doubts as 
tojthe operation of the Rule against Perpetuities. It provides that 
the rule shall not apply to a power to distrain or take possession 
of land as an indemnity against a rent, and to certain other cases, 
the effect being that the conveyancer will have a freer hand in 
dealing with provisions in a conveyance which are only intended 
to operate by way of indemnity. But there is the more important 
case of right of entry on or user of the surface of land reserved 
on a severance of the surface from the minerals, and clause 98 (d), 
excluding the application of the rule against perpetuities in such 
cases, was amended on Report so as to read as follows : — 

(d) To any grant, exception, or reservation of any right of entry on, 
or user of the surface of land, or of any easements, rights, or privileges 
over or under land, for the purpose of winning, working, inspecting, 
measuring, converting, manufacturing, carrying away, and disposing 
of mines and minerals; inspecting, grubbing up, felling and carrying 
away timber and other trees, and the tops and lops thereof ; executing 
repairs, alterations, or additions to any adjoining lands, or the buildings 
and erections thereon ; or constructing, laying down, altering, repairing, 
renewing, cleansing, and maintaining sewers, watercourses, cess- pools. 
gutters, drains, water-pipes, gas-pipes, electric wires or cables or othe: 
like works, 

Interesting, too, is clause 120, which confers on the High Court 
a power to authorise dealings with trust property outside the 
terms of the trust, a power which was suggested by Lord LINDLEY, 
then Linp.ey, L.J., in his evidence before the Select Committee on 
the Administration of Trusts of 1895. The passage is interesting 
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enough to quote at length, though, doubtless, it is well known 
to many of our readers :-— 

My own view is that trusts are rather too rigid. I should, like 
to see an enactment (it could not be done except by Act of Parliament) 
giving the judges of the High Court in the Chancery Division power to 
commit judicious breaches of trust. 1 was brought up in the chambers 
of one of our best equity men, Lord Justice Selwyn, a very good equity 
lawyer, and a first-rate business man, and he used to impress upon his 
pupils the doctrine that the only use of a trustee was to commitjudicious 
breaches of trust. I do not say that I acted upon that when I was 
advising my clients ; but there is an immense deal of good sense in it ; 
and [ think that the importunity that arises might be got rid of very 
much by giving the cestui que trust or the trustee power to apply to 
the Court to depart from the rigid letter of the trust if it was really 
for the benefit of those primarily interested in the trust funds. 

458. That would require the sanction of the Court in each case ? 
Yes. 

459. It could not be safely done without ?—It cannot be done 
safely without, and you must have an Act of Parliament to authorise 
it. Ithink it would be an immense boon. 

The Act of Parliament has been a long time coming, and, in 
fact, the Court of Appeal discovered that, to a certain extent, an 
Act could be dispensed with. In many cases “ benevolent 
orders ’’ were made in chambers, but till Re New (1901, 2 Ch. 
534, 545), it was not definitely recognized that the court could, in 
exceptional cases, depart from the terms of a trust. Illustrations 
of the cases in which this might be done were given by 
Kekxewicu, J., in Re Tollemache (1903, 1 Ch. 457, 459, et seq), 
but in the same case on appeal, the limits of the jurisdiction 
were established, and it was held that it could only be exercised 
in a case of emergency. On this footing the jurisdiction is now 
frequently exercised by judges of the Chancery Division in 
Chambers. Clause 120 of the present Bill will remove this 
limitation, and give the court a general jurisdiction to confer upon 
trustees powers which, in the opinion of the court, are expedient, 
but which are not conferred by the instrument of trust. On 
Report the following paragraph was added to the clause : 

(5) Where any chattels belong to persons in undivided shares 
the persons interested in a moicty or upwards may apply to the High 
Court for an order for division of the chattels or any of them, according 
to a valuation or otherwise, and the Court may make such order and 
vive any consequential directipns as it thinks fit. 

This additional power will doubtless be convenient, but it 
seems a little out of place in clause 120. Probably it was put 
there for want of a better place. We have mentioned the above 
two points as matters of interest arising on the Report stage, 
and as evidencing the care with which the Bill has been piloted 
through the House of Lords, a task which, both for the Lord 
Chancellor and Mr. Cuerry, the draftsman, must have been of 
exceptional difficulty, and which, if we may say so, appears to 
have been performed with great skill and accuracy. Nor do we 
forget the other conveyancing counsel who have contributed to 
this result. 

On the general aspects of the Bi!l we need notadd much. Since 
the Committee stage, so the Lord Chancellor said on Tuesday, 
he has placed the services of his own draftsman and experts at 
the disposal of those members of the House of Lords who required 
further explanatioff of the Bill, and as the result there have been 
continuous meetings and discussions, and these have been con- 
ducted “in the fullest spirit of amity and with only one end in 
view—namely, to shape the Bill with a single eye to the public 
interest.”” This is in accordance with the impression to be 
gathered from a perusal of the amendments made in the Bill. 
We havé not hesitated to express our disagreement with the 
changes which have been made in the dropping of clauses 1 and 3 
of the original Bill, and when the Lord Chancellor says that there 
is no organized body opposing the Bill, he does not rule out such 
criticism as we have offered. And we have felt the greater 
freedom in offering it, since we were only supporting the views 
of Lord Birken#eab and the draftsman as expressed in the 
original form of the Bill. But that the Bill does not go far enough 
in re-shaping the foundations of the Law of Real Property is 
not a criticism which can be usefully urged when the greatest 
practicable measure of reform is being obtained. The Bill has 
now virtually assumed its final shape in the House of Lords. 
We do not see how it could be usefully altered in any material 
manner in the House of Commons within the present session, 





and much the best course is that it should be accepted by that 
House as an agreed measure and passed at once. Any other 
course would mean throwing it over till next year, and what 
might happen then it is impossible to predict. Moreover, the 
enormous skill and labour which have been bestowed upon it 
ought not to be thrown away. Under existing circumstances, 
we have no desire to press further —though we do not withdraw 
the criticisms we have made, and if the Bill now becomes law, 
a convenient opportunity for correcting any defects in detail, 
and, we hope, for consolidating the statutes affected, will be 
afforded by the interval before it comes into operation. 








Symbolic Delivery of Possession. 

A RECENT decision of interest, Wrightson v. McArthur & 
Hutchisons Limited (ante, p. 553), illustrates a doctrine of law 
which does not arise so often in the twentieth century as it did 
in the eighteenth and nineteenth. We refer to the common law 
principle of “ Constructive Delivery,” or—as it is sometimes 
called-—** Symbolic Delivery.” It is hardly necessary to say that 
early law found a stumbling-block in the conception of any transfer 
of property which did not involve actual delivery of possession. 
In the earliest forms of conveyance of land, the grantor took the 
grantee upon the land and put him in possession. Where this 
proved inconvenient, later on, he took him in sight of the land 
and delivered to him a part of the land, ¢.e., a clod or twig actually 
removed from it, in lieu of putting him in actual possession of the 
whole. Here, again, there was delivery of actual possession, 
although only of a part, namely, the clod. Later on the grantor 
was content to hand the grantee any clod or twig, or even an 
office ruler, in the presence of witnesses, and accompanied by the 
solemnity of a written conveyance under seal. At this stage, the 
delivery has become merely symbolic ; there is no longer any 
actual delivery of possession. Nowadays the document of title 
is signed, sealed and delivered ; this is purely symbolic delivery. 
But it is interesting to note that even to-day a verbal conveyance 
is not permissible, nor yet one which is not completed by some 
delivery, to someone, of the document of title. Our conveyancing 
system has not yet outgrown early symbolism. A clear vestige 
of it still remains, although of course, by statute corporeal 
hereditaments lie in grant as well as in lenery. 

A parallel development took place in connection with the 
conveyance of personal property, at any rate of chattels. If A 
transfers a chattel to B, it is still necessary that there should be 
some form of delivery. This may be— 

(1) Actual delivery of the possession of the chattel to B. 

(2) Constructive delivery, e¢.g., delivery of a sample of goods 
in token of the whole. 

(3) Symbolic delivery, 7.e., delivery of the means of access to 
and control of the goods, e¢.g., the key of the warehouse in 
which they are stored. 

(4) Documentary delivery, 7.¢., delivery of a document of 
title to the goods, such as a bill of lading, or a dock warrant, or a 
wharfinger’s receipt note comprising the goods. 

(5) Delivery by bill of sale, ¢.e., a document purporting to 
transfer the goods either at the date of signature, or by con- 
ferring on the grantee a power to enter and take them. 

Now in all these cases it is easy to see that the old notion, that 
there can be no transfer of chattels without delivery, is still at 
the root of the legal rules in the matter. Such delivery may be 
actual or symbolic ; but there is always at least the vestige of a 
legal fiction that actual delivery of the physical possession of thre 
goods has taken place. In the case of choses in action, which 
can only be transferred by an assignment in writing, the doctrine 
also clearly survives. The assignment in writing is not a mere 
ceremonial requisite to witness the existence of a contract, as 
is often absurdly stated in legal text-books ; it has nothing to do 
with contract at all. The writing is not required as a matter of 
solemn evidence as is often erroneously supposed. The writing 
is required because it is a symbol of delivery, the only kind of 
delivery possible in the case of an intangible and incorporeal 
form of property, such as a chose in action necessarily must be 
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If the origin and historical development of this idea of con- 


structive or symbolic delivery is always borne in mind, many of 
the difficulties which occur in connection with it will tend to 
disappear. There are many classes of cases in which the doctrine 
may become important; but the following are the three which 
most frequently occur : 

(A) Transfer of the property in goods bargained and sold. 
The risk, of course, passes with the property, so that the 
question of such transfer is very important. 

(B) Registration of documents passing the property in goods, 
which remain in the apparent possession of the grantor, 1.e., 
bills of sale under the statutes of 1878 and 1880. 

(c) Charges on chattels belonging to a company, which 
require to be registered in order that they may be valid against 
creditors upon liquidation under the Companies (Consolidation) 
Act, 1908, s. 93 (1). . 

[t was in connection with this third class of case that Mr. Justice 
Row att had to decide Wrightson v. McArthur and Hutchisons 
Limited (supra). Here a company was in liquidation. In a 
compartment on its premises the liquidator found goods which 
were claimed by the plaintiff. The company had agreed to secure 
the plaintiff against loss on a certain contract undertaken by 
him, and sent him a letter agreeing to set aside a quantity 
of goods in a special compartment of their premises for his benefit 
in respect of their liability to indemnify him. They set aside the 
goods, locked the compartment, and handed him the keys, 
Then they sent him another letter in which they said: “ You can 
have the right to remove same as desired.”’ The plaintiff claimed 
that these goods had been delivered to him and were in his 
yhysical possession, as possessor of the key, at the date of the 
iquidation. On the other hand, the liquidator took the view 
that the letter created a charge on the chattels, and that such 
charge required registration under s. 93 (1) of the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908. As it had not been registered, the 
liquidator claimed that the charge was void, and that the goods 
were available for the benefit of all the creditors. 

Now if the only effect of the letters which passed between the 
parties was to create a charge in favour of the plaintiff on goods 
remaining in the company’s possession, it 1s quite clear that such 
a charge must be registered. Ingenious attempts were made to 
get out of this by the plaintiff. It was suggested that the real 
transaction was a verbal pledge of the goods, and that a “ pledge ” 
is not a “charge”’ within the meaning of the statute, and so 
does not re juire to be registered : Morris v. Delobbil-F lipo (1892, 
2 Ch. 352). But, while it is true that a “ pledge ” is a common 
law conception, whereas a “ charge ”’ is the creature of equity, 
it is not possible seriously to suggest that a common law “ pledge”’ 
is not also a “ charge "’ in equity. Pledge is a form of bailment, 
and every bailment is a form of common law trust: Re Hardu if k, 
Ex Parte Hubbard. (17 ) B.D. 690); equity gave additional reme- 
dies to the cestuis qui trust, but did not create the trust which it 
enforced. Equity created many new forms of “ trusts” and 
‘charges "’ unknown to the common law and unenforced by it ; 
but it did not, in so doing, create a wholly novel juridical con- 
ception. A “ charge,”’ then, cannot be said to be so purely the 
creature of equity that no common law bailment or pledge can 
satisfy its definition. If a common law pledge fulfils all the 
requisites of an equitable “ charge,” then it is a “ charge,” and 
requires —in a proper case—registration, as such, under s. 93 (1) 
of the Act of 1908. 

Again, it was argued on behalf of the claimant that, supposing 
the transaction was not a verbal pledge, but a conveyance in 
writing, nevertheless it escaped being a “ charge” on another 
ground. No money was secured by the document. It was simply 
an agreement conferring on the grantee a right in equity to sue 
for and obtain a charge on the chattels in the event of the con- 
dition happening which entitled him to the goods. But such 
a contention is hardly arguable. An equity to sue for a charge 
is another name for an equity to a charge, and such an equity— 
upon part-performance by the grantee, such as had here occurred 
—is already a charge and treated as such in a Court of Equity. 
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Clearly then, apart from other considerations which can easily 
be urged against this plea, the document is a “ charge,” and, 
therefore, registrable as such unless excluded from the operation 
of the section. 

But these were only minor contentions. The case of the 
plaintiff really rested upon the contention chat the possession of 
the goods had actually passed to him. The statute applies only 
in the case of “ charges,” 7.e., transactions in which the grantor 
remains in possession of the goods in which the grantee takes 
conditional right. Where the chattels are in fact passed out of 
the possession of the grantor into that of the grantee, there is 
no longer any such “charge” as the statute contemplates. 
The security arises under the delivery of possession. 

The real point, accordingly, is simply this, whether or not 
there has been delivery of possession of the goods to the 
grantee. And this question of possession turns upon whether 
or not there has been any one of the five forms of delivery 
discussed earlier in this article. Now, it seems reasonably clear 
that there has been symbolic delivery of possession. Had the 
goods been transferred to a stranger's warehouse, and the key 
then handed to the grantee, there would have been a simple 
everyday case of symbolic delivery. Further, had all the goods 
in the defendants’ premises been the subject of the grant, and the 
key of the whole premises handed over, the case would equally 
have been covered by authority as one of symbolical delivery : 
Hilton v. Tucker (39 Ch.D. 669). Here, however, the facts fall 
short of either of those possibilities. There was a partial delivery 
of goods, in a special compartment, locked away, accompanied 
by delivery of the key, and the grant of a licence in writing to 
remove the goods at any time. Now, if we go back to first 
principles, the meaning of this is clear. The intention is to 
transfer complete control over the goods to the grantee, but it 
is inconvenient for him to take them all away. Hence there is 
delivery to him of the means of complete control over the 
goods, namely, the key and the licence to remove. Obviously, 
the parties have done all they can to transfer possession without 
actual removal of the goods. This is therefore, a symbolic 
delivery : Ward v. Turner (2 Ves. Sen. 431). 

“Symbolism,” all-dominant in the life of early man with his 
Totems and Taboos, has not yet completely spent its force. 
Some psycho-analyst of the future will probably derive interesting 
conclusions as to the nature of our civilisation and the character 
of its superstitions from the survival of such “ complexes ” as 
are involved in this and other cases of legal symbolism. 


A Famous Trial of Old Days. 


Tae most famous of all murder trials in English legal history, is that of 
Thurtelland Hunt, which took place at Hertford Assizes, before Mr. Justice 
Park, in January, 1823. Its only rivals in celebrity, perhaps one ought 
rather to say notoriety, are those of Eugene Aram, Courvoisier and Madeleine 
Smith. The former, of course, has a dramatic interest which must last as 
long as men are interested in the lives and misfortunes of their fellows. 
The trial of Courvoisier for the murder of Lord Wéliam Russell at Swiss 
Cottage in 1830, is of immense interest to lawyers, because it raises the 
perennially recurring question—what should an advocate do when his 
client has confessed to him that he is guilty. And the last was intensely 
interesting to a generation less acquainted with the possibilities of feminine 
audacity than our own; it is not likely to retain in the twentieth century 
the fascination it had for the second moiety of the nineteenth. But the 
case of Thurtell and. Hunt, while lacking in any exceptional characteristics, 
— likely to be remembered as long as there remains a Criminal Bar in 

england. 

One other famous trial, or rather series of trials, must also be mentioned 
when any attempt is made to enumerate the classical forensic occasions of 
English criminal jurisprudence. Thatis the case of the Tichborne claimant. 
Here there was no murder, nor indeed a tragedy of any kind, to enlist human 
interest. There were two trials, a civilclaim to an ancient landed estate, and 
@ criminal prosecution of the claimant for perjury. The subject was one 
which will always have a fascination for the populace: it represented the 
everlasting struggle of the masses and the classes in a very piquant form. 
A poor man’s son claimed fraudulently to be the heir to an old estate. 
The masses sided with him because he was a poor man kept out of his own! 
The mere fact that he was an imposter, all unconsciously, added to that 
sympathy. The classes hated him, as a vulgarian impudently desiring a 
place in the sun for which his manner and his appearance and his accent 











proclaimed him obviously disqualified. A dim suspicion that he might 
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really be a genuine victim of circumstances, a gentleman born who had lost 
the characteristics of his class and would not do them credit probably rather 
increased the disfavour with which society as a whole watched the progress 
of Arthur Orton’s impudent pretensions to be Sir Roger Tichborne. 
Moreover, the Chief Justice who presided, Sir Henry Hawkins who 
prosecuted, and Dr, Kenealy who defended, were all giants in the forensic 
world. The trial was dramatic, not only in the incidents which the 
testimony of its multitudinous witnesses brought to light, but also in the 
scenes between bench and bar. 

No such interest can be claimed for the case of Rex v. Thurtell and Hunt 
(supra). The crime was unspeakably sordid. The counsel on both sides 
were not men of any distinction, nor were they permitted—by the harsh 
laws then in force—to deliver addresses to the jury, No displays of 
eloquence marked the progress of the case. Nor was the trial judge brilliant : 
he was notorious as one of the “ old women ” of the courts, and his banalities 
mark every stage of the proceedings. The trial, too, lasted but one day and 
a half. At first sight it seems difficult to account for its extraordinary 
fame, 

Yet of that fame, with contemporaries and even among literary lawyers 
and law students, right down to the present day, there can be no doubt. 
Innumerable accounts of the trial exist. Sergeant Ballantine devotes to it 
some Of his most brilliant pages. George Borrow, author of the Bible in 
Spain, visited the convicted murderer in jail before his trial, and gave to the 
world an affecting account of his sins, his sufferings, and his fascination. 
Archbishop Whateley, too, wrote about them in language better suited to 
a romantic hero than a brutal murderer. Broadsheet after broadsheet— 
the predecessors in that age of the modern ‘“ Penny Dreadful ’’—was issued 
in the year following his execution, describing al] the scenes of his tria] and 
his expiation at the gallows. And some famous verses, the authorship of 
which is by some attributed to Borrow and by others to Whatcley, com- 
memorates the crime in those familiar lines :— 

“* They cut his throat from ear to ear, 
His brain they battered in ; 

His name was Mr. William Weare, 
Who dwelt in Lyons’ Inn.” 

What, then, gave to the sordid crime its celebrity ? Before answering, 
to the best of our ability, this puzzling question, we must narrate briefly 
the main incidents of the crime for the benefit of those among our readers 
who have forgotten them. A brilliant account, including a verbatim report 
of the trial with some interesting appendices, will be found in a recent 
volume of the “ Notable Trials Series,’ edited by Mr. E. R. Watson. To 
Mr. Watson’s Introduction, lucid and picturesque, we must refer those 
readers who wish in succinct form more detailed information about the case. 

Weare, the victim of this crime, was a retired bookmaker and billiard 
marker, who lived in chambers in the famous old inn, now pulled down, 
then known as “ Lyons’ Inn.” He had one peculiarity which proved his 
undoing, a distrust of banks and of solicitors. So he carried in his pocket- 
book all his savings, investments and bank notes, amounting to thousands 
of pounds, This fact became known to a broken ex-marine officer named 
Thurtell, who had been a pugilist and a trainer, not to speak of other 
occupations even less reputable of which he had made trial. Thurtell 
determined to decoy Weare into the country and murder him. So, in 
October 1822, he persuaded Weare to leave with him in a cab with a gun for 
a few days’ shooting in Hertfordshire. Thurtell drove him along the Great 
North Road in a gig belonging to a confederate named Probert, who had a 
cottage near Radlett, off the road to St. Albans, This gig had a bald-faced 
nag, a fact which has become famous. Thurtell drove Weare towards 
Radlett; they stopped at many an inn for “refreshment”; and only 
approached Radlett late at night. Then Thurtell shot his victim, and, to 
make sure, cut his throat with a hunting-knife. Probert and another 
confederate, a wretch named Hunt, then appeared on the scene, divided 
the booty between them, and threw the body away—first into a pond at 
Probert’s cottage, afterwards into another pond some distance away. 
Probert’s wife, without their knowledge, saw much of these subsequent 
events, and was an important witness at the trial. 

The execution of the crime was almost inconceivably clumsy. The shot 
fired was heard by a labourer, He reported it to a magistrate of Hertford- 
shire. The latter visited the scene, found blood on the ground, and traced 
the body to the lane running past Probert’s cottage. Other witnesses 
then stated that they had seen Thurtell driving Probert’s gig : the bald-faced 
nag was the source of their identification. The gig, when examined, had 
been recently washed. Thereupon, Thurtell, Hunt and Probert were 
arrested. Hunt confessed, and showed the spot where the body was found 
and identified. Probert turned King’s evidence, and his wife was a principal 
witness; had not Probert been allowed to turn approver, her evidence— 
of course—would not have been admissible. The case was plain. Not- 
withstanding an eloquent speech in his own defence, Thurtell was convicted 
and hanged. Hunt, also convicted, was reprieved and transported. 

Why, in such sordid circumstances, did the crime achieve such fame ? 
There were two reasons. Thurtell was a favourite of the “fancy,” or ring 
of pugilists and spectators ; he was famous much as a great kinema actor, 
say Charlie Chaplin, is famous to-day. The public were intenselyinterested 
in his fate. Again, he was an ex-officer who had fought for his country 
in the great Napoleonic War ; such an ex-service man commanded in those 
days a sympathy not wholly unknown to-day, among the common people, 
in a similar case, where the accused have fought for their country. Nor is 
this strange. The instinct of the herd feels that a man who has been 
brutalized by the experience of war, is deserving of pity almost as much 
as blame if he commits a brutal crime. 





Res Judicate. 
The Winding-up of Enemy Estates. 


Three recent decisions of Mr. Justice Russell deserve notice here; all 
relate to important points in everyday practice which might easily be 
overlooked, Everyone remembers that under s. 5 (2) of the Trading with 
the Enemy Amendment Act, 1914, the court had power to authorise the 
custodian of enemy property to pay, out of the assets collected by him 
in respect of debts due to alien enemies, a debt due by that alien enemy 
to a British creditor, This power has not been expressly revoked by the 
Treaty of Peace Act, 1919, or the Treaty of Peace Order, or the actual 
Treaty of Peace with Germany, which came into force on 10th January, 
1920. But the combined effect of those three enactments and ancillary 
documents, so Mr. Justice Russell held in Re Nierhaus (1921, 1 Ch, 269), 
is to revoke such power so far as debts due by German naturals to British 
naturals are concerned, Such debts can now only be discharged through 
the clearing offices established under Part X, Section III, of the Treaty. 
The same effect will follow, of course, in the case of any other alien enemy 
natural on the conclusion of a Treaty of Peace with his country. 

In the second case, Re Aramayo Franche Mines, Ltd. (37 T.L.R., 340), 
the Court of Appeal has affirmed the decision of Mr. Justice Russell, 
Here a vesting order had been made by the judge in favour of the custodian 
of enemy property, giving him the right to receive all dividends due, and 
accruing due, to an alien enemy. Pursuant to this vesting order the 
custodian had been registered as the owner of shares belonging to enemy 
shareholders. By thearticles ofthe Companyit was provided that dividends 
due to these enemy shareholders should be paid out of the assets of the 
Company in their own country. The question arose whether the custodian 
was precluded by this provision from demanding payment of these dividends 
in England, since obviously a payment out of assets in Germany would be 
negatory. The court, however, held that, under s, 2 of the Trading with 
the Enemy Amendment Act, 1914, such dividends must be separated into 
two classes, those due before the vesting order, and those accruing since, 
The former are subject to the condition in the articles and can only be 
paid out of the foreign assets abroad; the latter are payable out of the 
ordinary assets of the Company available for payment, wherever situated, 

In the third case, Re National Bank fur Deutschland, etc, (1921, 1 Ch, 284), 
an interesting point arose. Under s. 5 (1) and (2) of the Trading with the 
Enemy Amendment Act, 1914, the court has power to order the custodian 
of enemy property to pay a debt due by an alien enemy out of alien enemy 
property held by him. The question arose whether this power is mandatory 
or discretionary. Mr. Justice Russell held that it was discretionary, and 
that, evenif it should continue in force notwithstanding the various Treaties 
of Peace, it ought not asa rule to be exercised now, In the actual case 
in which the learned judge so decided, the property of a German bank 
had been vested in the custodian and was available to pay debts due by 
alien enemies to their British creditors. An Austrian bank had a London 
agency which was being wound up by a controller pursuant to an order 
under s. 1 of the Trading with the Enemy Amendment Act, 1916. The 
German bank owed a debt to the London agency of the Austrian bank, 
and the controller of the latter, inasmuch as it was a creditor in Britain, 
directed payment of the debt from the custodian out of enemy assets. 
Obviously, such a case was hardly one contemplated by the statute, and 
it is not surprising that the learned judge refused to make an order, 


Election to abide by Order. 


One of the greatest stumbling-blocks in the way of the average not very 
experienced practitioner, is to know when he is debarred from attacking 
or appealing against an order on the ground that he has taken action 
which amounts to an election to stand by the order. The maxim which 
precludes one from both approbating and reprobating,indeed,is a particularly 
vague and troublesome rule of law. In a recent Irish case, Mcllugh v. 
McGoldrich (1921, 2 LR. 163), a plaintiff was badly hit by failing to notice 
the effect of this principle. An order remitting a case to the county court 
had been made, unless the plaintiff, within ten days, gave security for the 
defendant’s costs to the satisfaction of the master. The plaintiff applied 
to the master, who fixed the amount of the security. The plaintiff next 
served notice of appeal against the order. It was held that, by merely 
asking the master to fix the amount of security, the plaintiff had elected 
to abide by the order and, therefore, had lost his right of appeal. The 
hardship is obvious. No doubt the plaintiff had decided to appeal or not 
according as the amount of security he had to give was reasonable or 
otherwise ; and this he could not have ascertained without making the 
unfortunate application which was held to estop him. 


Assignment of part of a Debt. 

Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence, in Re Steel Wing Co. (1921, 1 Ch. 349) 
ante, p. 240, has just refused to follow Skipper v. Holloway (1910, 1 K.B. 630), 
and has followed Re Montgomery Moore Ship Syndicate, Lid., (1903, 72 L.J. 
K.B. 624), The point was the exact legal status of the assignment of 
part only of a debt. The judge held (1) that such assignment does not 
pass the legal right to part of the debt, not being within s, 26 (6) of the 
Judicature Act, 1873; but (2) that it does operate as an equitable assign- 
ment, so that the assignee in equity can present a winding-up petition 
against the debtor (a company) under s. 137 of the Companies (Consolidation) 


Act, 1908, 
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Books of the Week. 


Criminal Appeals. Criminal Appeal Cases.—Edited by Herman 
Coney, Barrister-at-Law. March 7, 21, 22; April 11, 12, 18, 25, 1921. 
Vol. 15. Part 6. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 6s. net. 


Military Law.—Military Law and the Supremacy of the Civil Courts. 
Being the Judgment of the Hon. Mr. Justice McCarpie in Heddon v. Evans. 
Edited with Notes and an Introduction by Ricnarp O’Suttivan, Barrister- 
at-Law. Stevens & Sons, Ltd. 7s. 6d. net. 

Review, 


Minnesota Law Minnesota Law 


Minneapolis, Minn. 


Review.—May 1921. 
60 eta, 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


in re BACKHOUSE: FINDLAY +. BACKHOUSE. Eve, .J. 12th April 


Witt —Consrrectrion —Bequest or Picture—SeveERAat Lire INTERESTS— 
TaHen TO Frast anv Every Orner Son ror Lirr—“ Tuen To My Own 
Rrowut Heres RULE AGAINST PERPETUITIES, 


A testator bequeathed a valuable picture to his eldest son for life, then to 
his second son for life, then to his daughter for life, and after her death to the 
first and every other son of the testator’s eldest son successively for their respec- 
tive lives, then to the sons of the testator’s other son and daughter in similar 
terms, and then to the testator’s own right heirs. 


Held, that the bequests were only good as far as they included the sons of 
the testator’s eldest son living at the death of the testator’s daughter, and that all 
the subsequent limitations were void for perpetuity. 


This was an adjourned summons by the executors and _ trustees 
of a will raising the question whether the bequest of a picture constituted 
a valid settlement, or whether any and which of the limitations were void 
for remoteness. By his will dated 4th February, 1906, Edmund Backhouse 
bequeathed a picture by Gainsborough to his son Jonathan for his life, 
and then to his son Charles for life, and then to his daughter for her life, 
and after her death to the first and every other son then living of Jonathan 
successively, according to seniority, for their respective lives, and then to 
the first and every other son then living of Uharles successively, according 
to seniority, for their respective lives, and then to the first and every other 
son Of his daughter successively, according to seniority, for their respective 
lives, and then to his own right heirs, it being his strong desire that the 
picture should not be sold, The residue of his real and personal estate 
was bequeathed by the testator to his trustees upon trust for sale and 
conversion, and after a provision therein contained, he directed his trustees 
to hold the remainder upon trust for his two sons Jonathan and Charles 
in equal shares absolutely. The testator died 7th June, 1906, and onhis 
death the picture was handed to Jonathan, who held it until his death on 
27th July, 1918, when it was handed to Charles Backhouse, in whose 
possession it now was. By his will, dated 25th July, 1918, Sir Jonathan 
Backhouse, by clause 6a, gave to his daughter Lady Findlay all his pictures 
other than those made heirlooms, and by clause 23 he bequeathed to his 
trustees his pictures at ‘“‘ The Rookery ” upon trust to permit the same to 
devolve and be enjoyed as heirlooms with certain real estate, previously 
settled in the usual form, but so that the same should not vest absolutely 
in any tenant in tail who died under 21, and by clause 36 he left the residue 
of his property to his three sonsin certain proportions, By a deed of family 
arrangement dated 5th March, 1919, and made between Sir Jonathan's 
children and his executors, a resettlement of the real estate and part of the 
personal estate was made, and the deed contained a recital that the pictures 
at “The Rookery” had not become heirlooms, but were to be treated as 
having passed to Lady Findlay. 


Eve, J. said that the testator Edmund Backhouse, in attempting 
to keep the Gainsborough picture in his family as iong as possible, 
had overstepped the limits of the rule against perpetuities. The point 
of time referred to by the word “then” being the death of the last 
surviving son of Sir Jonathan Backhouse, the bequests of the picture were 
only good so far as they included the sons of Sir Jonathan living at the 
death of the daughter of Edmund Backhouse. All the subsequent limita- 
tions, whether executory or gifts in remainder, including the ultimate gift 
to the testator’s right heirs, were void as infringing the rule against per- 
petuities. Subject, therefore, to the valid limitations for life, the picture 
formed part of the residuary estate of Edmund Backhouse, and went to 
his sons in equal shares. Under the will of Sir Jonathan and the deed 
of family arrangement of 5th March, 1919, the reversionary interest of Sir 
Jonathan in his undivided moiety of the picture passed to his daughter, 
Lady Findlay, subject to all validly created interests.—Counse, Brydges ; 
Cleveland Stevens; Hafman; J. Beaumont; 8S. Leeke; Rabagliati. 
Soricrrors: Howe & Rake, for Lucas Hutchinson & Meek, Darlington ; 
Minchin, Garret & Co. 


[Reported by 8. B. WittiaMs, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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In re PEEL’S RELEASE. Sargant,J. 12th April. 


Cuarity—Perreturry—Girt iv Perreturry—GIrrr OvER TO INDIVIDUALS 
—Cy pres Doctrine—ScHeMe. 


Where in 1837 a certain piece of land had been conveyed to trustees upon 
trust to permit and suffer the same to be for ever thereafter used as a school, 
and it was provided that if for any reason the charitable purposes thereby 
intended should cease, then the trustees should stand possessed of the piece of 
land in trust for the releasor, his heirs and assigns, and the school was started 
and endowed and carried on until recently, when the endowment was found 
too small to enable it to be continued, 


Held, that the event contemplated by the reverter clause had arisen, but 
that the clause was void as a perpetuity, and, the original gift being expressed 
to be perpetual, there could be no reverter or resulting trust for the donor, and 
that a scheme must accordingly be directed. 


This was a summons by trustees for directions as to whether they ought 
to release to the heir-at-law of the settlor, or to the person claiming under 
his residuary legatee or otherwise, to whom a certain school and site and 
endowment fund, or how they ought to deal therewith. The facts were 
as follows: Robert Peel, by a deed of release of the 20th of April, 1837, 
granted and released a certain area of land to trustees, one of whom was 
himself, upon trust to “ permit and suffer the same to be for ever thereafter 
used as and for a place for the instruction of seventy poor children, videlicet, 
thirty male and forty female children resident within the parish of 
Llandilofawr, in the principles of the Church of England as by law 
established, and in reading, writing, casting accounts, and other proper, 
useful, and common learning for poor children.”’ The deed further provided 
that “if by reason of any law or statute of the Realm or otherwise it shall 
happen that the release hereby made of the said piece or parcel of land 
and hereditaments shall as to the charitable purposes hereby intended to 
be made and established, either not take effect or having taken effect 
shall afterwards cease or determine or be defeated, or the precise object 
of these presents being for the education of poor children in the principles 
of the Church of England become prevented, then and from thenceforth 
the trustees for the time being of these presents shall stand and be seized 
of the said piece or parcel of land and hereditaments hereby released, and 
the school house and buildings, if any, to be built thereon in trust for the 
said Robert Peel, his heirs and assigns.” The settlor by a codicil to his 
will of the same date provided for the raising of a sum of £2,000 to be 


applied in building a school house on the land released, the balance thereof - 


to be applied as an endowment for the school for the payment of the 
schoolmaster and schoolmistress. In 1838 the settlor died, and the school 
house was erected, and a sum of £2,393 stood in the names of the present 
trustees representing the money set apart by the settlor for the maintenance 
and support of the school. The school had been carried on until recently 
in accordance with the deed, but the income of the fund was insufficient 
to provide for the maintenance of the schoolmistress. The attendance 
at the school was very small, and the school was practically derelict as 
there was not sufficient funds to carry it on. It had already been held 
that the trustees under the deed of release had acquired a good title under 
the Statutes of Limitation. 

Saraant, J., after stating the facts, said: In this case I have already 
decided that the trustees of the deed of release have acquired a good title 
under the Statutes of Limitation, and I now hold that the event contem- 
plated by the clause of reverter has arisen, but that the clause is void as 
a perpetuity and that the original gift being expressed to be perpetual, 
there can be no reverter or resulting trust to the donor either of the school 
and’site or of the endowment fund, and I accordingly direct a scheme to 
be brought in.—Counse.: H. M. Broughton; H. O. Danckwerts; J. W. F. 
Beaumont; Edwardes Jones. Sowicirrors: Warrens for G. C. Porter, 
Llandilo ; The Treasury Solicitor. 


[Reported by L. M. MAy, Barrister-at-Law.} 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. | 
JEFFREY & CO. ». BAMFORD. McCardie, J. 15th March. 


Gamine—Bettine Evstnrss—Partnersurep—Cuequves Parp ror Racine 
Bets—ActTion By Betrinc Partnersuip to Recover—Lecatiryr 
or Partnersuip—Ricur to Sue—Tue Gamina Act, 1835 (5 & 6 
Will. LV. c. 41), 8. 2. 


The plaintiffs, who carried ona business as professional betters and book- 
makers, brought an action in the firm name to recover the amount of cheques 
paid for losses on horse races as provided by s. 2 of the Gaming Act, 1835. 
The defence was that the plaintiffs could not sue as partners, as a partnership 
for the purpose of carrying on a betting business was impossible in law. 


Held, that the action was rightly brought in the name of the firm, as a partner- 
ship could exist in a betting and bookmakers’ business, and could bring 
actions in the firm name. 


Case tried by McCardie, J. 


The plaintiffs were professional betters and bookmakers, and they brought 
this action as a partnership firm against the defendant, a Miss Bamford, 
to recover £97 17s. 4d., the total of six cheques paid by the plaintiffs to 
the defendant for bets won by her from the plaintiffs in respect of horse 
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races. The defendant had cashed the cheques with various people who 
became holders for value, and these people having duly presented the 
cheques to the plaintiffs’ bank were paid. The action was brought under 
s. 2 of the Gaming Act, 1835, which enables the amount of cheques, etc., 
paid under such circumstances to be recovered from the payee. (See also 
the decision of Court of Appeal in Dey v. Mayo (64 S. J. 240f 1920, 2 K.B. 
346). The defendant relied for her defence on the fact that the plaintiffs 
sued as partners, and on the contention that a firm of professional 
bookmakers was unable to maintain an action of that kind, as a partnership 
for the purpose of carrying on a betting business was impossible in law. 

McCarpir, J., in delivering judgment, said that the important 
consequences of a ruling against the plaintiffs were obvious, as so 
many associations of bookmakers for carrying on betting businesses were 
in existence. The defendant's contention rested on a dictum of Lord 
Justice Fletcher Moulton in his dissenting Judgment in Hyams v. 
Stuart King (52 S. J. 551; 1908 2 K.B. 696). and in the reliance 
on that dictum by Darling, J., in O'Connor v. Ralston (1920, 3 K.B. 451). 
That dictum was clear, and the words were as follows: ‘The s-called 
firm was an association for the purpose of carrying on a betting business 
and nothing else. . In my opinion no such partnership is possible, 
under English law. Without considering any other grounds of objection 
to its existence, the language of the Gaming Act, 1892 (55 Vict. c. 9) appears 
to me to be sufficient to establish this proposition. It is essential to the 
idea of a partnership that each partner is an agent of the partnership, 
and (subject to the provisions of the partnership deed) has authority 
to make payments on its behalf for partnership purposes, for which he is 
entitled to take credit in the partnership accounts, and thus to receive 
repayment directly orindirectly. But by the Gaming Act, 1892, all promises 
to pay any person any sum of money paid by him in respect of a wagering 
contract are null and void. Those words are wide enough to nullify the 
fundamental contract which must be the basis of a partnership, and therefore, 
in my opinion, no such partnership is possible, and the action for this reason 
alone was wrongly framed and should have been dismissed with costs. 
The leading case of Thwaites v. Coulthwaite, (44 W.R., 295; 1896, 1 Ch. 
496), was decided by Chitty, J., four years after the Gaming Act, 1892, and 
was an action for a partnership account, the plaintiff and defendant being 
partners in a bookmaking and betting business. The defendant contended 
that, having regard to the nature of the business, the relief claimed could 
not be granted, but it was held that the plaintiff was entitled to an account 
as the business could be carried on without contravening the Betting 
Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vict., c. 119). The Gaming Act, 1892, was passed four 
years before Thwaites v. Coulthwaite (supra), but it was not referred to at 
the trial of that action, and it might be said that that weakened the decision 
in that case. Yet Lord Justice Moulton was the dissenting Judge in 
Hyams v. Stuart King (supra) and the majority of the Court in that case 
treated the betting partnership as one valid in law and to be recognized by 
the Courts. The result of the authorities appeared to be reasonably clear 
down to Saffery v. Mayer, (49 W.R. 54; 1901, 1 K.B. 11), to the effect 
that a partnership might exist in a betting business, untilthe case of Thomas 
v. Dey, (24, T.L.R. 272), in 1908, where Darling, J., held that the 
Court would not entertain an action for an account by one partner in 
a betting business against his co-partner, saying ‘‘that the law did not 
recognize any such business as that.”’ In Brookman v. Mather (1913, 24 
T. L. R.), 29 L.R. 276), Avory,P., took a view totally differing from 
that of Darling, J., in Thomas v; Dey (supra); and in Keen v. Price 
(58 S. J. 495); 1914, 2 Ch. 98, 29 T.L.R., Sargant, J., said: ‘“ Some 
remarks were made by Darling, J., in Thomas v. Dey (supra)... in 
which the learned judge likened the case to that in which one highwayman 
sued his brother robber for an account . . . but the decision of Darling, J., 
has been corrected by Avory, J., in Brookman v. Mather (supra). 
Upon the decisions as they stood he (McCardie, J.) thought that the 
great balance of authority was in favour of the view that a partnership 
could exist in a betting and bookmakers’ business, and he so held. He 
might say finally that in any event the point raised, when analysed and 
as applied to the present case, was one of procedure only. Even if he 
had held that a betting partnership could not exist, yet the plaintiffs would 
still be jointly entitled to sue as co-promisees. The only difference was 
that,'in the case of partnership, anfaction could be commenced in the name 
of the firm, whereas, in the case of mere co-promisees, it was necessary that 
the name of each plaintiff should appear. There would be judgment for 
the plaintiffs with costs. 

Counset for the plaintiffs, Cannot: for the defendant, Bensley Wells: 
Souicrrorns: Bono & Nimmo; Rider, Heaton, Meredith & Mills. 


[Reported by G. H. Kort, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Probate, Divorce and Admiralty 
Division. 
“THE MOGILEFF.”’ Hill J. Admir'lty. 17th March, 


ApMIRALTY—ACTION in rem—NECESSARIES—PRINCIPAL AND AGENT— 
Apmreatty Court Act 1840 (3 & 4 Vict., c. 65)s. 6—Apmrmatty Court 
Act 1861 (24 Vict., c. 10) s. 5. 

Necessaries cannot be sued for in rem under the Admiralty Court Acts 


1840 and 1861 ,unless at the date of the suit an action of debt could be maintained 


in respect of the subject-matter of the claim, 








The mere fact that the plaintiffs are agents of the owner does not deprive 
them of their right in rem. 


The El Salto (25 T, L. Rep. 99) and The Comtesse de Frégeville (1861, 
Lush, 329) distinguished. 


This was an action by the Borneo Company Limited, a British Corporation, 
to recover by proceedings in rem against the Russian steamship ‘ Mogileff,”’ 
sums amounting to over £6,000, for necessaries supplied to the ship. The 
Plaintiffs had acted for many years as the agents of the defendants, who 
were the owners of the steamship ‘ Mogileff,"’ who were the Russian Cor- 
poration called the Russian Volunteer Fleet. The plaintiffs had fitted up 
the ‘* Mogileff”’ for a voyage from the United Kingdom to the Far East. 
The defendants did not deny that the advances were in respect of necessaries, 
but submitted that the remedy in rem was not open to the plaintiffs on the 
ground that the plaintiffs, being the regular agents of the defendants, 
incurred the liabilities and made the payments as agents, upon the personal 
credit of the defendants, with the addition only that they took a certain 
charge. They contended that by reason of the relation between the parties, 
the plaintiffs had no right, under the Admiralty Court Acts, 1840 and 1861, 
tosne in rem. They relied on the decision of Dr, Lushington in The Comtesse 
de Frégeville (supra) and the E/ Salto (supra). 


Hii, J., said in the course of a written judgment, after stating the facts 
and reviewing all the authorities :—In my view, the principle is that neces 
saries cannot be sued for in rem, unless at the date of the suit an action 
of debt can be maintained in respect of the subject-matter of the claim 
I think that this principle furnishes the test to determine when the agen: 
of the owner can and when he cannot sue his principal by proceedin t 
inrem., Itis clear that the mere fact that the plaintiffs were agents of h 8 
owner does not deprive them of the right to sue in rem. The secti Me 
of the Admiralty Court Acts contain no such limitations, In El $°ns 
(supra) the plaintiffs sued in rem for items of expenditure represent ito 
coals supplied to that vessel. Sir Gorell Barnes there said that he ca'ng 
to the conclusion that the claim was really based upon a general mercantme 
account between the parties, that the case of Comtesse de Frégeville (auprile 
decided the matter, and that the plaintiffs could not maintain the actioa) 
The ratio decidendi is that the account is to be treated as a whole, and than. 
on the agreement between the parties there is no right at any time to bt, 
paid for the coals as a separate item of debt. In the present case, there ie 
nothing to deprive the plaintiffs of their primd facie right to sue in rems 
The agency agreement does not relate to advances such as were made in. 
respect of the ‘* Mogileff.”” It does not, asin the case of the £1 Salto (supra), 
provide for a final adjustment of accounts on the termination of the ageney 
and payment of the balance then ascertained, There will be judgment 
for the plaintiffs, with costs, and an order for a reference to the Registrar 
and merchants, to ascertain the amount. CounseL.: Mackinnon, K.C, 
and Langton ; Dunlop, K.C., and A, T. Bucknill, Sorscrrors Downing, 
Handcock, Middleton & Lewis ; Thomas ( ‘ooper & Co, 


[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 








New Orders, Xc. 
Sheriff, England. 


POUNDAGE AND FEES. 
Orper, Datep May 2, 1921, UNDER Section 20 (2) or Tue Suertrrs 
Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vict., c. 55), FIXING FRES TO BE TAKEN BY SHERIFFS 
on SHERIFF’S OFFICERS CONCERNED IN THE ExecuTiON or PRrocrss 
DIRECTED TO THE SHERIFF IN CERTAIN PROCEEDINGS, 


I, Frederick, Lord Birkenhead, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, 
by and with the advice and consent of the undersigned Judges of the Court 
of Appeal and the High Court of Justice, and with the concurrence of the 
Treasury, do hereby in pursuance and execution of the powers given by 
the Sheriffs Act, 1887, fix the fees set forth in the first part of the Schedule 
hereto annexed as the fees to be demanded, taken and received by any 
sheriff or officer of a sheriff concerned in the execution of process directed 
to the sheriff in the several proceedings mentioned in the first part of 
the said schedule as from the 23rd day of May, 1921, in lieu of the fees 
specified in the items of the orders made under the Act 7 Will. 4 & 1 Vict., 
c. 55, set forth in the second part of the Schedule to this Order, w hich items 
are hereby annulled as from that day 

Birkenhead, ©. 

1. 7. Lawrence, LCI, 
Sterndale, M.R. 
Charles Darling, J 


We concur, 
James Parker. 


J. Tou yn Jonea., 


Lords Commissioners of His Majesty's Treasury. 


Dated this second day of May, 1921. 
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Schedule. 
Part I. 


TABLE or Fees. 


1. For every warrant which shall be granted by the Sheriff to 
his officers upon any writ or process (other than process at the 
suit of the Crown) a on - 

Os Writs or Inquiry. 

2. On lodging writ and warrant for summoning jury, which fee 
shall not be recoverable though the trial is countermanded 

On Isoutry oF Is 

3. Sheriff for presiding ‘ 

4. Extracting names of jurors, 


QUISITION 


preparing panel and igiapie 
summonses 

Bailiff for summoning jury and sttendance in Court 

For hire of room, sum actually paid, nor exceeding 

On Writs or Extent. 
Eleqgit and others of like nature. 

‘or summoning jury, ug? of room, presiding at the inquisition 
&¢ ‘ ° , ° ‘ ° eee eee 


CF ENERALLY 
8. For the return of any writ or process and filing same,exclusive 
of the fee paid on filing aa a 
9. For any duty not otherwise pri wided foi vr, such sum 
of the Masters of the Supreme Court or District Registrars of 
the High Court may upon special application allow 


Part II. 
Items t§ Previous Orpers ANNULLED. 

Table of fees to be taken pursuant to the Act 7 Will. 4& 1 Vict. 
c. 55, signed by the Judges and ordered to be enrolled on the 18th 
day of January, 1838 
1. The 

warrant which shall be 

and ending with the 
2 Under the heading 


as one 


commencing with the words: For every 
granted by the Sheriff to his officers *’ 
words “exceeding 200 miles re , 
On writs of trial and inquiry "’ the item 
commencing with the On lodging writ’ and ending 
with the words “‘ countermand of trial : 
Under the heading * On trial or inquisition” the 
Sheriff for presiding 
Bailiff for summoning jury and: sttendanc ein Court 
For hire of room, if actually paid, not exceeding 
4. Under the heading “ On writs of extent, clegit and others of 
a like nature,” the item “* For summoning jury, use of room, 
presiding at the inquisition, &« 
5. The item “ For the return of any writ of process | and filing 
same, exclusive of the fee paid on filing ad 
6. The item commencing with the words “ For. 
herein provided for’’ and ending with the words ‘ 
special application allow 


items 


words 


items 


any duty not 
may upon 


rreasury Order. 

Tue Computsory Hrerve or Hovses (ScoTLaNpD) (ASSESSMENT OF Com- 
PENSATION) Fees Rees, 1921, parep 18TH May, 1921, MADE BY THR 
TREASURY UNDER Section 3 (6) or THe Acqursrr1on or LAND (Assess 
MENT OF CoMPENSATION) Act, 1919, AS APPLIED BY Section | (3) or 
THe Hovstna (ScoTtanp) Act, 1920, ann THE REGULATIONS MADE 
THEREUNDER, 

1. These Rules may be cited as the Compulsory Hiring of Houses 
(Scotland) (Assessment of Compensation) Fees Rules, 1921. 

2. The Acquisition of Land (Assessment of Compensation) Fees Rules, 
1920, as amended by the Acquisition of Land [ Assessment of Compensation) 
Fees (No. 2) Rules, 1920, shall apply to awards made by an arbiter under 
the Acquisition of Land (Assessment of Compensation) Act, 1919, as applied 
by the Housing (Scotland) Act, 1920, and the regulations made thereunder. 

18th M ay. (Gazette, 20th M uy. 


Home Office Order. 
DANGEROUS DRUGS. 


SECRETARY 
1920 (lO & 11 Gro. 5, Cx. 46), 


UNDER Section 3 oF 
For Con. 
AND DISTRIBUTION 


REGULATIONS MADE BY THE or STATE 
THE Danoerovs Drees Act, 
TROLLING AND RESTRICTING 
or Raw Ortum 
1.—Sale and Distribution.—No person shall supply or procure, or offer 

to supply or procure, raw opium to or for any person whether in the United 

Kingdom or elsewhere, or shall advertise raw opium for sale— 

(a) unless he is licensed by the Secretary of State or is authorised 
by these Regulations or by any authority granted by the Secretary 
of State to supply raw opium, or unless he is licensed by the Secretary 
of State to import or export raw opium, or 

(5) otherwise than in accordance with the 
such licence or authority, 


THE Possession, SALE 


terms and conditions of 


2. No person shal! supply or procure, or ofter to supply or procure, 
raw opium to or for any person who is not licensed or otherwise authorised 
to be in possession of raw opium nor to any person so licensed or authorised 
except in accordance with the terms and conditions of such licence or 
authority. 

3. —Poasession.—No person shall be in possession of raw opium unless— 

(2) heislicensed to import or export raw opium, or 

(6) he is licensed or otherwise authorised to supply raw opium, or 

(c) he is otherwise licensed by the Secretary of State or authorised 
by these Regulations or by any authority granted by the Secretary of 

State to be in possession of raw opium. 

4.—Records of supplies of raw opium to be kept. 
5.—General Authorisation—Any duly qualified medica] practitioner, 
or any person lawfully keeping open shop for the retailing of poisons in 
accordance with the provisions of the Pharmacy Act, 1868, as amended by 
the Poisons and Pharmacy Act, 1908, or any person employed or engaged 
in dispsasing medicines at any public hospital or other public institution 
being a person duly registered under the Pharmacy Act, 1868, as amended 
by the Poisons and Pharmacy Act, 1908, or any registered veterinary 
surgeon or any person in charge of a laboratory for purposes of research 
orinstruction attached to any University, University College, public hospital 
or other institution approved by the Secretary of State for the purpose, 
or any person appointed by a local authority with the approval of the 
Minister of Health as an analyst for the purposes of the Sale of Food and 
Drugs Acts, 1875 wo 1907, is hereby authorised so far as is necessary for 
the practice of his profession or employment in such capacity to be in 
possession of and supply raw opium, but subject always to the provisions 
of the foregoing regulation. 

8.—Meaning of “ Possession.”’—Raw opium in the order or disposition 
of any person shall, for the purpose of these Regulations, be deemed to be 
in his possession. 

9.—A pplication to Ireland.—In the application of these Regulations 
to Ireland a reference to the Poisons (Ireland) Act, 1870, the Pharmacy 
(Ireland) Act, 1875, and the Pharmacy (Ireland) Act, 1875 (Amendment) 
Act, 1890, shall be substituted for any reference to the Pharmacy Act, 1868, 

-These Regulations shall come into force on the 
1921. 


10,.—Commence ment. 
Ist day of September, 

20th May. [Gazette, 24th May. 

Similar Regulations, dated 20th May, have also been issued for controlling 
the manufacture, sale, possession and distribution of morphine, cocaine, 
ecgonine and diamorphine (commonly known as heroin) and their respective 
salts, and medicinal opium, and preparations and substances containing 
not lese than one-fifth per cent. of morphine or one-tenth per cent. of cocaine, 
ecgonine or diamorphine. 


Ministry of Labour Orders. 
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE ACTS, 1920 and 1921. 
Notice 1s GtveN or INTENTION TO MAKE A SpectaAL ORDER APPROVING 

a Spectan Scneme of UNemMPLoYMeENT [NSURANCE FOR THE INSURANCE 

INDUSTRY. 

Copies of the draft Special Order and of the Special Scheme may be 
obtained on application in writing to the Principal Assistant Secretary 
(Employment and Insurance Department), Ministry of Labour, Queen 
Anne's Chambers, Westminster, 8.W.1. 

Objections to the draft Special Order must be sent to the above address 
within twenty-one days from the 20th May 1921, 

Every objection must be in writing, and must state ;— 

(a) the specific grounds for objection ; and 
(6) the omissions, additions or modifications asked for. 
20th May. (Gazette, 20th May. 
INDUSTRY. 
The classes of undertakings to constitute the “ Insurance Industry ” 
are defined in the Appendix. 








Societies. 


Council of Legal Education. 


Changes in Regulations for Adm’‘ssion of Students at the 
Inns of Court. 


The Council of Legal Education announce that alterations will be made 
next year in the Schedule of Qualifying Examinations for Admission as 
a Student at an Inn of Court. The Schedule has been extended to include 
one or two more of the Secondary School Examinations approved by the 
Soard of Education, and the standard of pass in any School Examination 
accepted has been brought up to the Matric ulation Standard of British 
Universities. In the former Schedule some Examinatigns were included 
which did not require a pass in Latin. A feature of the new system is that 
the Student who relies on Matriculation Standard, whether at a University 
or School Examination, must have passed in Latin. If, however, the Student 
has passed an Examination entitling thoce who pass it to a University 
degree, the condition of a pass in Latin will not apply. In order to give 
ample notice of the changes to be made it has been decided that the revised 





Schedule shall not come into operation until Michaelmas, 192 
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Gray’s Inn Moot Society. 


A Moot will be held in Gray’s Inn Hall, on Monday, the 30th of May 
1921, at 8.30 p.m. before F. T. Barrington-Ward, Fsy., K.C. 

A is a newspaper proprietor, and the owner-driver of a private motor-car, 
On the Ist April, 1921, at 11.45 p.m., he is driving his car along High 
Holborn at such an excessive speed that upon approaching three persons, 
X, Y and Z, in the road, he is unable to stop and comes into collision with 
them, killing X and injuring Y and Z. 

In the issue of his newspaper for 4th April, 1921, an account of the 
occurrence appears, which Y regards as an imputation upon his character 
for sobriety. This account was inserted in the ordinary course of business, 
and was neither written by A nor read by him before publication. 

A is subsequently sued by the widow of X, and by Y and Z for damages 
for negligence, and also by Y for damages for libel. In each case verdict 
and judgment go against A with costs. He is also prosecuted for the 
manslaughter of X, pleads guilty to that charge, and is bound over. 

A is insured under two policies—the one indemnifying him against third 
party claims for “ accidental personal injury caused by the driving of the 
car ’’—the other against any claim for damages and costs payable by him 
in respect of any libel appearing in the newspaper. 

The Insurers dispute their liability to indemnify A under either insurance 
on the ground that in the circumstances his claims are against public policy. 

The Trial Judge has decided all points in favour of A, 

The Insurers appeal. 

All members of the four Inns of Court are invited to attend. 

Two “ Counsel” will be heard for each of the parties. 








The City Coroner's Office. 


Dr. Waldo, in his “The Ancient Office of Coroner” published in the 
Transactions of the Medico-Legal Society, Vol. VIII, points out that up to 
the year 1478, Earl Rivers (Widvill), brother to the Queen, was King’s 
Butler ( Botillarius), and that this office carried with it the King’s Chamber 
lainship and City Coronership, with right of appointing a Deputy Coroner. 
The King’s Chamberlain was a different official from the City Chamberlain, 
and the Mayor was formerly one and the same individual as the City Chamber 
lain, and was often described under the name of Chamberlain. 

Dr. Waldo says there is no evidence in Charter or other documents to 
warrant the assumption made by some writers to the effect that the Lord 
Mayor is ex officio City Coroner. It is true that the Mayor has chanced to 
be, on one or more occasions, Sub-Coronator or Deputy Coroner to the 
King’s Butler and Chamberlain, but never City Coroner. 

Edward II, in a note in Latin, says: ‘* Note well that the King’s Butler is 
not at the same time both King’s Chamberlain and City Coroner.” 

Professor Gross—no mean authority—is of opinion that the first known 
Coroner was the City Coroner of London, appointed under the Charter of 
Henry I, by the name of Justiciar, whose duty it was to hold or try the 
pleas of the Crown, and at the same time to act in the same way as Coroners 
do at the present time, and keep the records for the Crown. The next 
appointed were those for the boroughs. 

Mr. Tyldesley Jones, K.C., who was counsel for the City Corporation 
in their petition against the attempt on the part of the L.C.C. in their 
recent Omnibus Bill to do away with the Charter rights of the City to elect 
one or two Coroners for the ancient Borough of Southwark, and merge 
the same in the County of London, was incorrectly reported in the minutes 
of evidence as taken before the Local Committee of the House of Commons 
as hiving referred to Edward III. ; his reference was to Edward VI., who 
renewed the City Ch irter. 


The Death of the Chief Justice of 
the U.S. Supreme Court. 


A Reuter’s message from Washington, of 19th May, says— 

The death is announced of Mr. Edward Douglass White, Chief Justice of 
the United States. Mr. White, who was in his seventy-sixth year, became 
critically ill after an operation on Monday. 

The Times adds the following note :— 

A native of Lousiana, of which his father, Mr. Edward D. White, was the 
ninth State Governor (1835-39), Mr. White was educated at Mount St. 
Mary’s College, Maryland, the Jesuit College, New Orleans, and Georgetown 
College, D.C. In the Civil War he served in the Confederate ranks, and was 
afterwards called to the Bar of Louisiana, b’coming an associate justice of 
the Supreme Court of that State in 1878. In 1891 he was elected a Senator 
for Louisiana, and in | 894 was appointed an associate justice of the Supreme 
Court of the United States by President Cleveland. 

In the United States, as in England, the post of Chief Justice is not 
ordinarily filled from among the Puisne Judges, and Mr. White's appoint- 
ment—delayed for som> months after Mr. Tait’s assumption of office in 
1910—was remarkable in other ways also; an ex-Confederate soldier, he 
took the judicial oath from Justice Harlan, who had fought for the Union ; 
@ Democrat from the South, he was app inted Chief Justice by a Republican 
President from the North. 











The Long Vacation. 


The following correspondence has appeared in The Times of the 24th 
and 26th inst. : 

Sir,—I should like to call attention to the final report of the Royal 
Commission on Delay in the King’s Bench Division (appointed on January 3, 
1913), which was made on November 28, 1913. Viscount St. Aldwyn was 
the Chairman, and there were 10 other Commissioners, including Viscount 
Goschen and Mr, Justice Darling, all of a representative character, It 
was in fact impossible to have a stronger Commission, They were 
unanimous in making the following recommendation ; 

The Long Vacation of the King's Bench Division should be reduced 
to two months, from August | to October 1, and the offices of the 
Supreme Court (including Judges’ Chambers) should be open for the 
transaction of every kind of business up to August 10, and should be 
re-opened and business resumed at least 12 days before October 1, 
(See p. 43.) . 

It is certainly difficult to understand how, in the face of this recom- 
mendation, the Long Vacation has survived up to the present time, I 
believe that if the Lord Chancellor were to propose the moderate reduction 
of the Long Vacation suggested above there would be no opposition coming 
from any quarter which would have the slightest effect. It must not be 
forgotten that the Courts do not sit for some days at Easter, Whitsuntide, 
and Christmas. 

The Lord Chancellor, it is generally understood, means to reduce, if he 
possibly can, the arrears in all the Courts, and, if I might be respectfully 
permitted to say so, he has gone the right way to work, both by precept 
and example, to carry out his views, for 

Example is a living law, whose sway 
Men more than all the written laws obey. 
Harry B, PoLann, 

Inner Temple. -_—— 

Sir,—Sir Harry Poland does well to call attention once more in your 
columns to-day to that old bone of contention—the length of the Long 
Vacation. But the Long Vacation is not the only legal holiday which 
stands in urgent need of curtailment. In some respects the Whitsuntide 
recess, which ends to-day, is an even greater abuse, The ordinary man 
is content, at that season of the year, with a holiday from the Friday to 
the Tuesday at most. Why should the Courts which have quite recently 
enjoyed a good holiday at Easter, find it necessary to rise for 10 days at 
Whitsuntide ? Surely, in these days of heavy legal arrears and the general 
necessity for redoubled efforts and increased production in all trades and 
professions, so long a stoppage of legal work between Easter and the summer 
holidays is little short of a public scandal, Is it too much to hope that 
our energetic and enterprising Chancellor, who, as Sir Harry Poland says, 
is setting such an excellent example himself, may turn his attention to this 
question also ? 


May 24. K.C, 








. : r 
Italian Capital Tax. 

The Italian Commercial Delegation in London has issued a statement 
clearing up several points regarding the Italian Capitai Tax. The tax, it 
is pointed out, is levied only on property existing in Italy on January 1}, 
1920. It is collected in instalments spread over ten or twenty years, and 
therefore cannot in any yay affect remittances of Italians abroad or foreign 
capital imported, and in any way invested in Italy after Ist January, 1920, 
as it does not apply even to the new wealth formed in Italy after that 
date. 

Even in the taxation of capital existing in Italy on Ist January, 1920, 


the Act granted considerable exemption to [talians abroad and to foreigners . 


not resident in the kingdom. In fact, all foreign liquid capital, including 
remittances of emigrants, which, on Ist January, 1920, were deposited in 
the banks in Italy, were exempt from the tax, as also Italian loans sub- 
scribed abroad by Italians or foreigners not resident in Italy. 

A reform of the direct taxation system will come into force on Ist January, 
1922, which amalgamates, in a single tax similar to the English income-tax, 
and called “‘ normal tax,”’ the three separate taxes on income, land, and 
building, and the “ complementary "’ tax (similar to the English super-tax) 
on all incomes exceeding 10,000 lire. All interests on Consols and other 
State loans will continue to be exempt from the normal tax and super-tax, 


A WAITING (wing to the fact that I have a waiting list of several 


hundreds of readers anxious for a visit from me and 
LIST. my art expert during our motor tours throughout 
Englind, I am now compelled to mok+ a minimum charge of 10s. 6d, for 
each call, but in no instance will the fee exceed 31s. 6d. At a recent sale 
I sold a pair of bottle-shaped vases for £215, a 14-in. plate for £88, and a 
754 og. silver cup and cover for £471 17s. 6d. I discovered these on 
my last tour. On a previous journey I found the engraving of the 
* Three Ladies Waldegrave,” which sold for £750. Similar pleasant 
discoveries are made on every journey. In June I hope to visit Hante, 
W.lis, Dorset, Somerset, Devon and North Cornwall; and in mid-June, 
Kent, Surrey and Sussex Later in June, Suffolk, Norfolk, Lincoln, 
Yorkshire and Sco‘land. Risk the nominal fee, and invite me to call. 
Insurance and Probate at moderate eharges.—W. FE. HURCOMB, Calder 
House (corner of Dover Street), Piccadilly, W.1. "Phone; Regent 476. 
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Divorce Causes not Ready for Trial. 


When the Lord Chancellor took his seat in the Divorce Division, on 
Tuesday, says The Times, application was made to him to permit two 
cases in his list to stand out, on the ground that they were not ready 
for trial. 

The Lord Chancellor said : 
not grant such applications in future. 
each of the numerous Courts sitting to hear divorce causes, and the result 
is that every day ten or more cases in the lists prove ineffective, and the 
number of cases of which it is possible to dispose daily is reduced. This 
cannot be permitted in future. It must be clearly understood that the 
parties in causes which are not ready for hearing must adopt the course 
of applying to the Clerk of the Rules at the latest on the day before the 
case is likely to be in the list. The Clerk of the Rules will be prepared to 
give such assistance as is proper. 


I will grant the applications, but I shall 
Similar applications are made in 








Obituary. 
Mr. F. Hannam-Clark. 


The death is announced of Mr. Frepertck HANNAM-CLARK, which took 
place at his residence, 4 Lansdown Place, Cheltenham, on Sunday, May 22nd, 
from heart failure, following bronchial asthma. Mr. Hannam-Clark 
who was 70 years of age, had occupied many important offices, including 
those of Mayor of Gloucester, 1909-10, and High Sheriff, 1910-11. In 1875 
he was admitted a solicitor, and was also a public notary and a commissioner 
of oaths. In 1898 he was selected by the late Bishop Ellicott to succeed 
Mr. B. Bonner, deceased, as Diocesan Registrar (a life appointment), 
and to be his lordship’s legal secretary, an appointment which Dr. E. C. 8. 
Gibson continued on his enthronement as Bishop Ellicott’s successor in 
1905, In March 1919 deceased’s health broke down, and he had to give up 
all his publie work, including his diocesan offices, in which he was succeeded 
by Mr. W. H. Madge. Mr. Hannam-Clark took an active part in the religious 
life of the city, having been for some years honorary lay secretary of the 
Diocesan Conference and of the Gloucester Diocesan Mission. He was the 
first diocesan lay reader appointed by Bishop Ellicott. In musical matters 
the deceased gentleman displayed great enthusiasm, and in addition to 
possessing an excellent bass voice he played the violin as a member of the 
orchestra of the Gloucester Choral Socie ty. 

In 1876 he married Miss Elmira Wood, second daughter of the late Rev. 
Canon C. F. B. Wood, M.A., vicar of Penmark and precentor of Llandaff 
Cathedral, by whom he is survived with three sons and two daughters, viz., 
Mr. George F. Hannam-Clark (in America), Mr. Theodore Hannam-Clark 
(partner with his father in the legal profession and the well-known amateur 
actor), Mr. Norman C. Hannam-Clark, Mrs. Balfour Ogilvy and 
Mrs. Hickson (Pietermaritzburg). 








Legal News. 
General. 


With the recent death of a Miss Matilda Sayer, of King’s Lynn, says the 


New Statesman, vanishes one of the curigsities of English municipal 
finance. In 1820, the Beccles Corporation borrowed for the repair of the 
town hall £500 by means of fifty tontine bonds of £10 each, bearing interest 
at the rate of 5 percent. A tontine annuity, which takes its name from the 
inventor, an Italian named Lorenz» Tonti, is one which is paid to the persons 
providing the capital (or their nominees) and on the death of each beneficiary 
his annuity is divided among the survivors, the payments ceasing on the 
death of the last beneficiary. The capital is not returned. In the case 
of the Beccles transaction each subscriber nominated a child to receive 
the annuities. By 1897 the number of survivors was reduced to five, 
between whom was shared the 5 per cent. on the £500. In 1910 Miss Sayer 
was the sole survivor, and when she died a few months ago she had reached 
the age of 103, and for ten years, therefore, had received the whole of the 
interest. Now the whole transaction is completed, but it has not proved a 
good bargain for the corporation, and the town hall has no doubt required 
further repairs meantime. 

Sir John Macdonell, K.C.B., of Kensington Park-gardens, W., for many 
years a member of the Times staff, a Master of the Supreme Court from 
1889 to 1920, and King’s Remembrancer from 1912 to 1920, editor of 
the “ Judicial Statistics’ and of the Journal of Comparative Legislation, 
Quain Professor of Comparative Law at University College, London, an 
eminent jurist, who died on March 17, has left estate of the value of £34,220. 
The testator leaves everything to his wife, requesting her to give £70 to 
each servant who has been in his employ for at least two years at the time 
of his death. 

Mr. Charles Bere, of Old Halls, Milverton, Somerset, solicitor, who died 
on February 9, aged 62, leaving £14,150 gross and £11,506 net, gives: 
His “Encyclopedia Britannica,” ‘Century Dictionary,” ‘* Wrights’ 
English Dialect Dictionary,” and “ Dictionary of National Biography’ 
to the Somerset County Club, or if not wanted by them to the Taunton 


Free Library ; and of the residue of the property one-half to the Taunton 
and Somerset Hospital, and the other half between the National Institution 
for the Blind, the Imperial Cancer Research Fund, the Home for Crippled 
soys, Kensington, the National Lifeboat Institution and the Royal Humane 
Sor lety. 

Mr. John Bowey Scott, of Beachcliff, Seaham Harbour, Durham, 
solicitor and registrar of the Seaham Harbour County Court, who died 
on March 21, left estate of the gross value of £12,410, with net personalty 
£10,367. He bequeathed :—Ten guineas to Father Haggarty; £25 to 
David Higgins, £150 to George Legat Martin, £20 to Samuel Young, £15 to 
John Moore, £100 to James Copeland, and £10 to Ernest Cooper, clerks in 





his employ, should they be so at his death ; 


attending him in his last illness. 


and £10 10s. to each of the nurses 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


EMERGENCY 

Date. Roa. 

y 30 Mr. Bloxam 
Borrer 
Jolly 
Synge 
Church 
Goldschmidt 
Mr. Justice 

SARGANT. 

30 Mr. Jolly 
Synge 
Jolly 
Synge 

Jolly 

Synge 


Monday 3 
Tuesday 31 
WednesdayJune 1 
Thursday 2 
Friday ........ 3 
Saturday...... 4 


Date. 


Monday May 
Tuesday 3 
Wednesday June 
Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 


THE 


The Appeals or 


APPRAL CoURT 


Mr. Church 
Goldschmidt 
Bloxam 
Borrer 
Jolly 
Synge 
Mr. Justice 
RUSSELL. 

Mr. Synge 
Jolly 
Synge 
Jolly 
Synge 
Jolly 


Mr. Justice 
Eve. PETERSON. 
Mr. Borrer Mr. Bloxam 
Bloxam Borrer 
Borrer Bloxam 
Bloxam Borrer 
Borrer Bloxam 
Bloxam Borrer 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ASTSURY. P.O. LAWRENCE 
Mr. Church Mr. Goldschmidt 
Goldschmidt Church 
Church Goldschmidt 
Goldschmidt Church 
Chureh Goldschmidt 
Goldschmidt Church 


Mr. Justice 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 
other Business proposed to be takn will, from time to 


1921. 


time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 


FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION. 
Judgment Reserved. 
(General List.) 

Heard before The Master of the 
Rolls, Warrington and Younger, 
L.JJ. 

In re Harcourt, dec Viscount Port- 
man v Portman & ors (c.a.v. 
Jan 27) 

FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION. 
(General List.) 

1920. 

Ellen v Goldstein (s.0.) 

In re George Reeves, dec Reeves v 
Reeves (not before June 9) 

In Bpstock’s Settlement Norrish v 
Bostock (s.0. generally) 

Braithwaite & ors v The Amal 
gamated Society of Carpenters & 
Joiners 

Ashley & anr v The General Union 
of Operative Carpenters & Joiners 

Cruickshank & ors v Sutherland 

British “Spiro” Justine Co Id v 
The Sullivan Machinery Co (not 
before June 15) 

In re J F Woodburn, dec Jackson v 
Ledward 

Simplex Lithograph Co v Sir Joseph 
Causton & Sons Id 

Wakefield v Whiteaway Laidlaw & 
Co Id 

The Sun Permanent Benefit Building 
Soe (in liquidation) & ors v The 
Western Suburban & Harrow 
Road Permanent Building Soc 

Hartley v The Scottish Metropolitan 
Assce Co Id 
FROM THE PROBATE AND 

DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1919 


Probate In re the Estate of Francis 
Arthur Davies, dec Davis, George 
(Appit) v Wills, Alfred & ors 
(Respts) (Applt dead—s.o.) 





1921. 
Probate In re H J Williams, dec 
Jillings v Bell & anr 
Divorce Evans, A E v Evans, S M 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE 
COURT OF LANCASTER. 


(Final List.) 
1921. 
Freeman v Evans 
William Barnett Id v Barnett 
In re J R N Jordison, dec Raine v 
Jordison 


FROM THE CHANCERY AND 
PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISIONS. 


(Interlocutory List.) 
1921. 


Divorce Kingsmill v Kingsmill & 
McGrath 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 


(In Bankruptcy.) 
1921. 


In re a Debtor (expte The Debtor v 
The Petitioning Creditor and The 
Official Receiver), No 70 of 1921 

In re a Debtor (expte The Debtor v 
The Petitioning Creditor and The 
Official Receiver), No 185 of 1921 

In re a Debtor (expte The Debtor v 
The Petitioning Creditor and The 
Official Receiver), No.718 of 1920 

In re a Debtor (expte The Debtor v 
The Petitioning Creditor and The 
Official Receiver), No 94 of 1921 

In the Matter of the Trusts of a 
Deed of Assignment for the 
benefit of creditors dated Jan 19 
1921' Martin Price (Trustee under 
the Deed) Applt v E Till & Co ld 
Respdts 


In re a Debtor (expte The Debtor v 
The Petitioning Creditor and The 
Official Receiver), No 2 of 1921 
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FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 


(Final and New Trial List.) 
1920. 

Commrs of Inland Revenue (Appts) 
v Korean Syndicate Id (Revenue 
Side) 

Wankie Colliery Co Id (Applts) v 
The Commrs of Inland Revenue 
(Respts) {Revenue Side) 

Cardbox Id v Judd & Co 

F L Smidth & Co (Applts) v F 
Greenwood, Surveyor of Taxes 
(Respdt) (Revenue Side) 

Commrs of Inland Revenue v 
Sanderson (Revenue Side) 

The Attorney-Gen v The Company 
of Proprietors of Selby Bridge 
(Revenue Side) 

The British-Italian Corpn Id v The 
Commrs of Inland Revenue 
(Revenue Side) 

Hickman v The Royal Agricultural 
Soe of England (s.o. until after 
appl in House of Lords) 








Jones v Cory Bros & Co ld 

Thomas v Great Mountain Collieries 
Cold 

Cox v Totty 

Nitrate Producers Co v Short Bros 
Id 

Spilsbury v Reconstruction and 
Federation of Industries ld 

Breeze v Higginbottom 

Harris v The Central London 
Building Co ld 

Attorney-Gen. v Manchester Ship 
Canal Co (not before June 6) 

Manchester Ship Canal Co v Brunner 
Mond & Co Id (not before June 6) 

Thewlis v Hackman 

Royal Commission on Wheat Sup- 
plies v West Coast Shipping 
Co ld 

Cohen v Abrahams 

J P Hall & Cold v The King 

Glossop & anr v Ashley 

Lynch Bros ld v Edwards & Fase 

Spencer v Hemmerde 


| Wilkinson v The Lancashire & 


In re an Arbtn between T & J 
Harrison Owners of 8.S. Inkonka | 


and The Shipping Controller 


Liverpool Distriet Registry Costi- | 


gan v J Blake & Co 

Gaunt v British & Foreign Marine 
Insce Co Id (s.0. till after judgmt 
in House of Lords) 

In re The Petition of Right of 
Charles Gane & Sons and ors 

Charles Gane & Sons & ors v Clarke 
& ors 

Morgan v Burt 


1921. 

Attorney-Gen v Wilts United Dairies 
ld 

In re an Arbitration between 
Cowan Bros Id & Victor Blagden 
&{Co 

Eden v D P Morgan Id & ors 

Goldberg Id v Bjornstad & Braekhus 

Fryer v Corfield 

Aktieselskabet ‘‘ General Gordon ” 
v The Cape Copper Co Id 

A G Salter ld v Spencer, Deacon & 
Co Id 

Vulcan Motor & Engineering Co 
(1996) ld v Hampson 

Spence v The Mercantile Bank of 
India Id 

Courtauld v Duncan B Gray & 
Partners & ors 

Same v Same 

Beswick v Dorman 

Stanger v Clinton 

Jordan v Martin & Co 

Troy v The Eastern Co of Ware- 
houses Insurance and Transport 
of Goods with Advances Id (of 
Petrogr :d) 

Hodson v Bassett & Co 

In the Matter of an Arbitration 
between the French State Rail- 
ways (clmts) and J Cross & Co 

Dugdale, Everton & Co ld v James 
Turner & Co (Manchester) Id 

Leopold Walford (London) Id v 
National Benefit Assce Co Id 

Thomas v King 

In re The Agricultural Holdings 
Acts 1908 to 1914 

In the Matter of an Arbitration 
between W. S Ormonde (Tenant) 
and J T Mills(Landlord) 

Kerwin v Haan 

The Acetylene Corpn of Great 
Britain Id v The Canada Carbide 
Co Id (not before June 6) 

Sugarman v Sam Isaacs Id. 

Sutcliffe v Jones & Collette 

Lilley v Watson Bros 

Jones v Smith 


| 
| 





Yorkshire Ry Co 

In re the Indemnity Act 1920 

Eaton v The Lords Commrs of the 
Admiralty 

Watt v The Argus Printing Co 
ld 

In the Matter of the Petition of 
Right of the Royal Mail Steam 
Packet Co v8.8. Alcantara 

Harrison v Wells 

In the Matter of an Arbitration 
between Boks & Co (Sellers) and 
J H Rayner & Co (Buyers 

Remmington v Larchin 

D Smith & Sons v L Rothman & Co 

Tulk v Buchan 

Rex (on the relation of the Amal- 
gamated Engineers Union) v Ellis 

L French & Co Id v Leeston Ship- 
ping Co ld 

Levy v The Invicta Wine Co 

In the Matter of an Arbitration 
between Benabu & Co (Sellers) 
and The Produce Brokers ( Buyers) 

Hunt Bros & Co v R Gilchrist & Co 

H Clapham & Co v The Colonial 
Bank 

In re an Arbitration between 
Chellew and The Royal Com 
mission on Sugar Supply 

In re an Arbitration between The 
United Baltic Corpn Id (Sellers) 
and Burgett & Newsam 

The Monte Video Gas & Dry Dock 
Co ld v The Clan Line Steamers Id 

Boynton v Rollitt & Co 

Fairman v The Perpetual Invest- 
ment Bldg Soc 

Cove v Salaman 

Lemon v Manning 

Blackell, Magalhaes & Colombie Id 
v National Benefit Assce Co Id « 

Simmonds v P Newfeld & Co 

Tinson v Beall 

E Hulton & Co Id v Mountain 

Harper Bean & Co ld v McFarlane 

Same v McKeown 

Same v Moodie 

Same v McGugan 

Provincial Cinematograph Theatres 
ld v Benn & Cronin | 

Revenue Attorney-Gen v Bottomley 

The Merlin Shipping Co Id v 
Welstead 

A Gagniere & Co v The Eastern 
——. of Warehouses Insur- 
ance & Transport of Goods with 
Advances Id 

Banton v Home & Colonial Insce 
Co Id 

In the Petition of Right of Thomas 

ke 


roo. 
Robinson v Marsh 


FROM THE PROBATE DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 

~ Judgment reserved. 
Heard before The Master of the 
Rolls, Atkin & Younger, L.JJ. 
Cap Palos 1920 Folio 422 


Owners of Schooner Cap Palos v 
Alder (c.a.v. May 11) 


FROM THE PROBATE DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 

With Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 

1921. 

Francis Batey — 1920 — Folio 527 
Owners of Sailing Vessel Minnie 
Sommers v Owners of Steam 
Vessel Francis Batey 

Cumberland Queen—1920—Folio 
818 Owners of 8.S. Slieve Gallion 
v Owners of 8S.S. Cumberland 


Queen 
Gertrude 1920 Folio 712 
J F Wor “ld & Cov G W Fines 
Sainte Adresse — 1919-— Folio 553 


Owners of 8.8, Pontwen v Owners 
of 8.S. Sainte Adresse 

Bristol City 1920 Folio 652 
Charles Hill & Co ld v Owners cf 
Sailing Ship John Ena 

The Countess 1921 Folio 347 
Hay v The Mersey Docks & 
Harbour Board & ors 


The Same — 1921 Folio 348 
Same v Same 
Moliere 1920 Folio 350 


Owners of 8.8. Adolf v Owners of 
8.8. Moliere 


Without Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 


1920, 

Graygarth 1920 Folio 1,062 
Rea Id v Owners of Barge Para 
192] 

Ottokar 1913 Folio 334 


Owners of 8.8, Portia v Owners of 
S.8. Ottokar 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 

1920. 

J P Hall & Co Id v Commrs of 
Inland Revenue (Revenue Side) 

Stark v Baxter 

Schaverien v Baxter 

Pope v Reddie 

Farncombe v Sperling & Co 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE 





Pollak v Campbell 
Hassett v Davis 
Victor v Platt & ors 


IN RE THE WORKMEN'S COM. 
PENSATION ACTS, 1897 AND 
1906. 

(From County Courts.) 

1921. 

Mellor v Ashton Bros & Co ld (Hyde 

County Court) 

Leach v Dick, Kerr & Co ld (Preston 
& Chorley County Court) 

Sawyer v Lipton Id (Shoreditch 
County Court) 

Mears v F Sharratt & Co (Shoreditch 
County Court) 

Phillips v Estler Bros (Bow County 
Court) 

Mead v Insoles ld (Pontypridd 
County Court) 

Rees Williams v South Wales 
Primrose Colliery Co Id (Neath 
County Court) 

Hunter v Simner (Lambeth County 
Court) 

Hodgson v Lipton Id (North Shields 
County Court) 

Standing in the “ Abated "’ List. 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH 
DIVISION, 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1918. 

Weiss, Biheller & Brooke ld (Applts) 
v Richard Farmer, Surveyor of 
Taxes (Respt) (Revenue Side) 

Selby-Lowndes v_ Selby-Lowndes 
(s.o. generally—liberty to restore 
by 14 days’ notice on either side, 
March 29 1920) 

1919. 

In the Matter of Petition of Right 
of the Owners of the 8.8. Larch 
grove (8.0. generally) 

1920 

The Elliot Steam Tug Co Id v John 

Payne & Co (8.0. generally Dee 16) 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH 
DIVISION, 
(Interlocutory List.) 

1916, 

J Soanes & Sons ld (H Huber & Co, 
Garnishees) v Papier Fabrik 
Wiessenstein A,G. (judgt debtor) 

(s.0. generally) 

N.B.—The above List containa 
Chancery, Palatine and King’s 
Bench Final and _ Interlocutor 
Appeals, ete., set down to I4t 
May, 1921. 


CHANCERY DIVISION. 


TRINITY SITTINGS, 1921. 
Notices Revatine To THe Cuancery Cause List. 
Mr. Justice Eve will take his business as anno: nced in the Trinity Sittings 


Pa pe 


.iverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Eve will take Lan- 
cashire business on Thursdays, the 26th May, the 9th and 23rd June and the 


7th and 21st July. 
Mr. Justice SARGANT. 


Except when other business is advertised in the 


Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. His Lordship will take Causes and Matters in the same order, as 
far as possible, as they would have been taken during the Easter Sittings. 


Mr. Justice AstaurRy. 


Except when other business is advertised in the 


Daily Cause List, Actions with witnesses will be taken throughout the 


Sittings. 


Mr. Justice Pererson.— Except when other business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Actions with witnesses will be taken throughout the 


sittings. 


Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence will take his business as announced in the 


Trinity Sittings Paper. 
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Mr. Justice Russext will take his business as announced in the Trinity 


Sittings Paper. 


Applications under the Trading with the Enemy Acts will 
be heard on each Monday at 2 o'clock. 


Summonses before the Judge in Chambers,—Mr. Justice Eve, Mr. Justice 
P. O. Lawrence and Mr. Justice Russeve will sit in Court every Monday 
during the Sittings to hear Chamber Summonses. 

Summonses Adjourned into Court and Non-Witness Actions will be heard 
by Mr. Justice Eve, Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence and Mr. Justice Russet... 

Motions, Petitions and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated in 


the Trinity Sittings Paper. 


Notice with Rererence To Tae Cuancery Wrirvess Lasts. 
During the Trinity Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal of Witness 


Actions as follows :— 


Mr. Justice Saraant will take the Witness List for Sarcantr and 


Russewy, JJ. 


Mr. Justice Astraury will take the Witness List for Astsury and P. O. 


Lawrence, JJ. 


Mr. Justice Peterson will take the Witness List for Eve anfl Peterson, 


JJ. 
Before Mr Justice Eve. 
Retained causes for trial. 
(With Witnesses). 
Weston-euper-Mare U.D.C. v. H. 
Butt & Co, Id. pt. hd. 
Bellwood v Parkes 
Edwards v Griffin 
Francis v Thomson 
Percy v The General Estates Co. Id. 
In re Cos, (Consolidation) Act, 1908 
and In re The General Estates 
Co Id 
Mansell v Houston 
Halford v Sadler 
Wylie v Carlyon 
Huiley v Silversprings &c Co 
Ward v Smith 
Robertaon v Whittle 
Farther Considerations. 


In re Willett, dec 
In re Mitchell, 
Lascelles 


Carfrae v Sharp 


dec Bentham v 


Adjourned Summonses. 


In re Maud Roxby, infant (in 
camera) pt hd (s.0. to July 11) 

In re Bushby’s Contract and In 
re Vendor & Purchaser Act 
(restored) 
In re H. P Rutter, dec 
Turnbull (restored) 
In re Peck’s Settlement 
Hamilton & ors 

In re James’ Marriage Settlement 
James v James 

In re French. Brewster, dec 
Brewster v Watson 

In re Longman, dec 
Longman 

Wallis v Griffiths 

In re Dyer & Wintle Id 
The Company 

In re Coelen, dec Coelen v Coelen 

In re Hunloke’s Settlement Hesel- 
tine v Paynter 

In re M. A. Ross, dee 
Dawson 

In re Henry Botterill, dec 
v Botterill 

In re Reyrolle, 
Reyrolle 

In re Evans’ Will trusts 
v Evans 

In re Beldon’s Deed of Arrangement 
Beldon v Beldon 

In re Liddell, dec 

In re Hopes’ Settlement 
v Kingsford 

In re W Shepherd, dec 
v Shepherd 

In re Mellor’s Trusts 
Dodgson 

In re Bedworth, dec 
Bedworth 

In re Collins, dec 
Clough 

In re Lloyd, dec Lloyd v Lloyd 


Scott v 


Peck v 


French- 


Longman v 


Cork v 


Webb v 
Botterill 
Negus v 


Pickering 


Dale v Anderson 
Walpole 


Smithem 
Alverez v 
Richards v 


Wilkinson v 


| In re 


de Nicols, dec 
Baker 

In re Bradshaw, dec 
Bradshaw 

In re A. C Smith's Settled Estates 
and In re Settled Land Act 

In re Shanks, dec Ead & Anr v 
Shanks 

In re Orphan Working School 
Lease Stephens v MeGlennon 

In re Lord Belper’s Settled Estates 
Maleolmson v Belper (restored) 

In re Hamilton, dec Hamilton v 
Hamilton 

In re Hasthorpe’s Will 
Hasthorpe v Hasthorpe 

In re Crosse, dec Crosse vy Crosse 

In re Catchpole, dec Brand v 
Catchpole 

In re Witcomb, dee 
Witeomb 

In re Bond, dee Bond v Gairdner 

In re Harper's Will Trusts and In 
re Trustee Act 

In re Gladwell, dee 
May 


Before Mr. Justice SARGANT. 
Retained Matters. 
Motions (by Order). 


Ackerley v 


Bradshaw v 


Trusts 


Witcomb v 


Woodhams v 


Wechsler v Schwartz 

Aktiengesellschaft fur Autogene 
Aluminium Schweisung v London 
Aluminium Co Id 


Adj »urned Su an onves. 


Gordon v Gordon 

In re Sir Stuart Knill, dee 
v Knill 

Constable v Constable 

Same v Same (with witnesses) 

In re Bettington Boilers ld & In re 
Patents and Designs Acts 

In re Pierpont & ors Patent and 
In re Patents and Designs Acts 

In re Same & Same 

In re Bone’s & Bancroft’s Patent 

Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses). 

British Bank for Foreign Trade Id 
v Russian Commercial & Indus- 
trial Bank (s. o, till after judgt 
in House of Lords) 

Mott v Gunmow 

In re Letters Patent No 142,934 
granted to E. H Jones & Alloy 
Welding Process ld (not before 
May 25) 

Bardiger v Reginald Godfrey & Co 

Constantinesco v Haddon (fixed 
for June 7) 

Martin v Eighteen 

Stocken v Cohen 

Lord Northbourne vy Johnston & 
Son 

Wechsler v Schwartz 

Brooks v Smith 


Thunder 





Ford v Hadley Page 

Thomas v James 

Stutely v Howarth 

King v Goldston 

Gross v Geographia Id 

Maidment v Hammer 

Procter v Pugh 

Glover v Minns 

Kenyon v Geeson 

Davis v Cooper Mitchell & ors 

Pierpoint v Williamson (not before 
June 6) 

In re W Peterson’s Patent, No 
1,087 of 1905 and In re Patents 
& Designs Acts (fixed for June 7) 

Fenham Estates Co ld v Young 

Briscombe v Burns 

Boyles v Enskat 

The Trustees of Lady Decies vy 
Jacobs 

Imperial & Foreign Corpn ld v 
Josephine Chocolates Id 

Stoddart v Fitzgibbon 

In re Hartley, dec and In re Tren- 
field, dec Wright v Trenfield 

Jacobs v Alliance Film Corpn Id 

Murray v Harmsworth 

Dobson, Molle & Co ld v Greiner 

Perry v Rossdale 

Horne v Johnstone Bros 

Atlantic Works Co Id v Miller 

Bell v Sir W G Armstrong Whit- 
worth & Cold 


Before Mr. Justice AstBuRY. 
Retained Matters. 
Adjourned Summonses. 


In re Landor’s Settlement Landor 
v Landor pt hd (s.o. generally) 
Bosmere & Claydon Union v 
Woodbridge Union point of law 

(s.0. generally) 

In re Kerrison’s Settlement and 
In re Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 
1890 (s.o. generally) 

In re Inman Anderson v Inman 
pt hd (s.o. generally 

In re Earnshaw Earnshaw v 
Earnshaw pt hd 
Companies (Winding Up) Court 

Summons. 

In re Martens & Co ld (on claim: of 

Lady Rhondda—with witnesses) 


Causes for Trial. 
» (With Witnesses). 

Parsons Marine Steam Turbine Cold 
v Farrer & ors pt hd (s.0. 
generally) 

Haimes v Whitley & Monkseaton 
UDC  pthd. 

Crediton Urban District Council v 
Crediton Gas Co pt. hd. 

Frazer v Wood:side Garden Suburb 
Ri pt. hd. 

Green v Levine and Levine v Green 
(iixed for May 24) 

In re Colnbrook Chemicals & Explos- 
ives Co ld Attorney General v 
The Company (s.0.) 

Stewart v Wright 

In re Louise Brumm, dec Scaris- 
brick v Brumm (s.o. generally) 

Percy v Percy 

Pudney v Drummond 

Wolf v Wright 

Homes v Stevens 

Westwood v Heywood 

Vaughan v Morgan 

Morrisvy Owen (not before June 24) 

Coombs & anr v Lawrence & anr 

Thomas Owen & Co Id v The Barry 
Ry Co 

St. George’s Hill Golf Club Id v 
Fowler 

Davies v Good 

Smith v Richardson 
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Hart v Harrison 

Gow v Raleigh 

Isay v Ehrenbach Brumm & Co 

Chiswi.k Urban District Council v 
Driscoll 

R Lehmann & Co ld v Wright & Co 

Sporting Cars ld v Duff Morgan Id 

Teacher v Cohen 


Before Mr. Justice Peterson. 
Retained Matter. 
Motion. 


In re Willett, dec Carfrae v Sharp 
(with witnesses) 
Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses). 
Briggs v Lowrie (s.0.) 
Foundling Hospital v St Pancras 
Borough Council (s.o. generally) 
In re E Truman, dec Truman v 
Smith pt. hd. 
Arbib v Arbib (not before June 1) 
Hodges v Parker 
G A Harvey & Co (London) Id v 
The United Glass Bottle Manu- 
facturers Id (not before Jun 4) 
Hammond v Whitworth Engineer- 
ing Co ld 
Sheffield Corpn v 
& Cold pt. hd. 
Browne v Taylor's Drug Co Id 
Hinks v Gould 
Marshall v Ellis 
Graveling v Wood 
Davies v Edwin 
Lawrance v Lawrance 
Joel v_ International 
Christmas Fair 
Pargeter v Warrilow 
Cane v Latham 
Gosling v Balen 
Broughton v Crosby Estates Co Id 
Webb v Norton 
Alabaster v Southwell 
James Francis Works ld v Walton 
Leigh v Twigg 
Harris v Newbould 
Winks v Oliver 
Thompson v Thompson 
Edwards v Pearson 
Shoffman v Cohen 
Long v Crundall 
Baker v Rowe 
Lowis v Jarman 
In re George Jarvis, dec 
White 
Donner v Cohen 
Wilkinson v Day 
Philps v Mould 
Peacey v De Vries 
In re Wm Merry, dec 
Harvey 
Ewart & Collis ld v Miller 
Cooksley v The Crowthan Engineer- 
ing Co Id 
Attorney-Gen v Pitt 
Hopkins v Bromet 
In re J T Roach, dec Roach v 
Roach 
Hopkins v Hopkins 
Macdonald v Harris 
Reed v Stoddart 
Winkelmann v Winkelmann 
Scott v Edell 
Coverley v Jefferson & anr 
Crutchfield v Darlison 
Gold v Prevost 
Weinberg v Lyons & anr 
Dunkley & anr v Cinema Combine ld 
Fast Grinstead Estate Co Id v 
Fisher 
Hamer & anr v Haworth & anr 
Pedlar v Serra 
Armstrong v Seymour 
Seymour v Armstrong 
Capper v Williams 
Harris 


Ibbotson Bros 


Cireus & 


Jarvis v 


Merry v 


| Brown v 
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In re Baird, dec Whitelaw & ors v 
Ginsborg & ors 

Conron & ors v London County 
Council 

Taylor v W & A Gilbey Id 

Douglas v Olympic Press Id 

Trayler v Squibbs 

Leach v Briggs, Pollit & Co Id 

J Chessum & Sons Id v Chessum & 
anr 

Fischer v Kerman 

Sharples v Barrand 

Kemp v James 

Williamson v Inrig & Cutting 

Curzon Bros ld v H A Roberts Id 

Duché v Duché 

Lines v G & J Lines Id 

Batters v Becker 


In re Bartlet’s Will Trusts Bartlet 


Governors of Queen Anne’s Bounty | 


v Porter 

Somerrell & ors v Jukes & ors 

Marshal! v Grinbaum 

Morris v_ British Griffin Chilled 
Iron & Steel Co Id 

AV Roe & Co ld v Aircraft Disposal 
Co Id 

Industrials ld vy Evison 

Beazley v Beazley 


Before Mr. Justice P, O. Lawrence. 
Retained Witness Actions. 


In re Barker Dunsterville v Cherry 
Crouch v Mitchell 


In re West New Jersey Soc Trusts | 


Samuel v Howell 

Ralph Darwen & PearcevTemperley 

Steam Saw Mills Co ld v Baring 
Bros (June 1) 

Archangel Saw Mills Co Id v Baring 
Bros (June 1) 


Further Considerations. 


Ansah v Benabu 
Bowman v Smily 


Adjourned Summonses. 


In re Lindsell & Casson Smith's 
Contract and In re Vendor & 
Purchaser Act, 1874 (May 25) 

In re Wakeman Long, dec Preston 
v Webb Jones 

Warren v Jennings (s.0.) 

In re W. 8S. Pinsent, dec Pinsent 
v Pinsent (June 15) 

In re P D D Sasun’s Settlements 
Hinton v Livin, 

In re Martha Selby, dec Mumford v 
Sumner 

In re Mellish’s Estate Mellish & anr 
v Mellish & ors 

In re Harris, dec Hopkins & anr 
v Harris & ors 

In re John Wade, dec 

e 

Waterman v Waterman 

In re Thomas Greenhaf,dec Norris 
v Greenhaf 

In re Chamberlain’s Settlement 
Chamberlain v Chamberlain 

In re RS Wilkinson, dec Wilkinson 
v Henshaw 

In re George Gally, dec Public 
Trustee v Gally 

In re L P Edwards, dec Edwards v 
Edwards 

In re Messel,dec Messel v Allen 

In re Derham’s Will Trusts Derham 
v Perry 

In re Gallico’s Settlement Gallico 
v Luck 

In re T LS E West, dec Stunt v 
Royal Soc for prevention of 
Cruelty to Animals 

In re Harman, dec Faudel Phillips 
v Harman 

In re Simpson, dec West York- 
shire Bank Id v Patteson 

In re BoileauWill Trusts Matthews 
& ors v Turnbull & ors 


v Bartlet 

In re Alexander Keller, dec Wilde 
v Pryce 

In re Davis’ Settlement 
Gwyn-Jones 

In re Beale, dec Burls v Beale 

In re Meakin & End's Contract 

In re Lipscomb, dec Lipscomb v 
Lipscomb 

In re Isabel Crane, dec Stokes v 
Crane 

In re Dyson, dec Dyson v Dyson 

In re Marsland, dec Darell v 
Darell 

In re S E Williams’ Contract & In 
re Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
1874 

In re Huntingfield Huntingfield v 
Public Trustee (restored) 

In re Countess of Orford’s Will 
Trusts Capron v_ Viscount 
Exmouth 

In re Nightingale & Sadler's Trusts 

In re Norwich Union Life Insce 
Soc & Matthews and In re Courts 
(Emergency Powers) Acts, 1914 
to 1917 

In re Wightman, dec Cox v Cox 

In re Diamond T Motor Cab Co 
& In re Trade Marks Act 


Companies (Winding Up) and 
Chancery Division. 


Bates v 


Companies (Winding Up). 
Petitions (to wind up). 
Fibre Tube & Box Board Manu- 
facturers ld (petn of J B Hunt 


ordered on Nov 18, 1919, to stand 
over generally) 


F W Berwick & Co Id. (petn of 


Stirling Metals ld—+.o0. from Apri! 
19, 1921 to July 12, 1921) 

A Harper Sons & Bean Id (petn of 
G Johnston—s.o, from May 3, 
1921, to June 14, 1921) 

Anglo Colonial Dyes Id (petn of 
British Alizarine Co Id.—s.o. 
from April 19, 1921, to May 31, 
1921) 

Calvert Dyes Id (petn of James 
Livingston ld— s.0, from April 
19 1921, to May 31, 1921) 

Bentley Priory Id (petn of J Alfred 
Pratt and Co ld—s.o.from May 10, 
1921 to June 7, 1921) 

Martinsyde Id (petn of Alfred 
Herbert ld—s.o. from April 19, 
1921, to May 31, 1921) 


| Reconstruction & Federation of 


Booth v 


Industries Id (petn of J J Kelly— 
s.o. from April 19, 1921, to 
May 31, 1921) 


| W 8 Laycock Id (petn of Bagshaws 


& Co Id & anr—s.o. from May 10, 
1921, to May 31, 1921) 

Meteor Motors Id (petn of Opperman 
Sons & Tasker—s.o. from May 10, 
1921, to June 7, 1921) 

Straker Squire Id (petn of 8 Smith & 
Sons (Motor Accessories) ld—s.o. 
from April 19, 1921, to May 31, 
1921) 

J Tylor & Sons ld (petn of A & H id 


—s.o. from April 12, 1921, to | 


May 31, 1921) 


Southern Coalfields of France ld | 
Embleton—s.o. | 
from May 3, 1921, to May 31, | 


(petn of H C 


1921) 

Alexander McMillan Id (petn of 
C E Harrop—s.o. from May 10, 
1921, to July 19, 1921) 

Bastian Electric Co Id (petn of 
W FN May & anr—ordered on 
May 3 1921, to stand over 
generally) 
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Hexthorpe Id (petn of J E Barlow 
& Co. ld—s.o,. from May 3 1921, 
to May 31, 1921) 


Duchess Theatre ld (petn of Globe | 


Films ld—s.o, from May 10 1921, 
to May 31, 1921) 

E H Jones & Meakin ld (petn of 
Stewarts & Lloyds ld—ordered 
on May 5, 1921, to stand over 
generally) 

“ Bridge Paper Mills” Id (petn of 
Salisbury Supply Co—s.o. from 
May 10, 1921, to June 28, 1921) 

Capital & Counties Insce Co ld 
(petn of T G Beatley & Sons—s.o. 
from May 3, 1921, to May 31, 
1921) 

Industrial Contract Syndicate Id 
(petn of British Finance Co—s.o. 
from May 10, 1921, to May 31, 
1921) 

Maxwell & Wright Id (petn of A B 
Shaw—s.o. from May 10 ,1921, to 
May 31, 1921) 

Paynes Ship & Timber Co ld (petn 
of M P Galloway ld—s.o. from 
May 10, 1921, to May 31, 1921) 

Owner Drivers Trading Co Id (petn 
of Shell Marketing Co Id (s.0. from 
May 10, 1921, to May 31, 1921) 

London & General Trade Bank Id 
(petn of William John Barnett 
8.0. from May 10, 1921, to June 7, 
1921) 

Bargman Son & Co Id (petn of F C 
Moody—s.o. from May 10, 1921, 
to May 31, 1921) 

Kingsbury Enginecring Co ld (petn 
of W O Garbutt—s.0, from May 3, 
1921, to May 31, 1921) 

Montague Stern & Co Id (petn of 
Jackson, Hartley & Jackson Id 
8.0. from May 3, 192], to May 31, 
1921) 
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Furn-Ofis ld (petn of E Sherry—s.o. 
from May 10, 1921, to May 31, 
1921) 

Cadogen Carriage Co Id ( 
Auster Id—s.o. from 
1921, to May 31, 1921) 

Austin Motor Co Id (petn of Beckett, 
Laycock & Watkinson Id—s.o. 
from May 10, 1921 to May 31, 
1921) 

South Fleetwood Fishing Co ld 
(petn of C Jeffs, junr—s.o, from 
May 10, 1921, to May 31, 1921) 

Pikes Id (petn of C Jenner) 

Macran Id (petn of Maple & Co Id) 

Taxi-Cab & Motor Finance Co Id 
(petn of E C Lyne & ors) 

Austin Motor Co Id (petn of Dunlop 
Rubber Co Id) 

International Press Service Id (petn 
of Merritt & Hatcher Id) 

Scout Motors Id (petn of 8 R O Ball 
Bearing Co) 

Federated Exporters Id (petn of 
H C Mackinnon) 

Neptune Trust ld (petn of Hartlepool 
Seatonia Steamship Co. Id) 

G Gibbs Id (petn of Bert & Co) 

E Doughty & Co. ld (petn of 
Alexander, Morton & Co) 

Radio Leather Co Id (petn of Lloyds 
Bank Id) 

Stroud’s Tape Machines Id (petn of 
Sir Henry Arthur White, Kt, 
C.V.0.) 

Sussex Aero Club ld (petn of B T 
Kenward) 

Capital & Counties Industrial Corpn 
Id (petn Noel Marcus Van Raalte 
& ois) 

Waller Housing Corpn Id (petn of 
Crittall Manufacturing Co Id) 

Slimes Treatment (Transvaal) Syndi- 
cate Id (petn of A James) 


tn of 
ay 10, 











W. WHITELEY, LTD. 


AUCTIONEERS, 
EXPERT VALUERS AND ESTATE 


AGENTS, 


QUEEN’S ROAD, LONDON, W. 2. 





VALUATIONS For PROBATE, 


ESTATE DUTY, SALE, FIRE INSURANCE, ETC, 





AUCTION SALES EVERY THURSDAY, 


VIEW ON WEDNESDAY, 


IN 


LONDON’S LARGEST SALEROOM. 


*"Puone No,: 








PARK ONE (40 Lines) Tetsonams: ‘‘ WHITELEY, LONDON. ” 
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LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 


LIMITED. 


No. 15, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, 
ESTABLISHED 


Capital Stock 
Debenture Stock 
REVERSIONS PURCHASED. 


Porms of Proposal and fall information 


LONDON, W.C. 
1853. 
£400,000 
£331,130 
ADV ANC ES MADE THEREON. 
can he obtained at the Society's Office 


G. H. MAYNE, 


Secretary. 





South Parade Cinema Id (petn of 
Swift Bros & Haslam Id) 

J L Sacks Id (petn of British Finance 
Co) 

P Lever Id (petn of Levy Bros. & 
Co & ors) 

Commonwealth Products Id (petn 
of Lindsay, Pembroke & Co, Id) 
Alliance Glass Works Id (petn of 

Woodley & Beard) 
Phcenix Advertising Service Id (petn 
of Associated Newspapers Id) 
British Ensign Insce Co Id (petn of 
Crawley, Dixon & Bowring Id) 
Oatlands Park Hotel Co Id (petn of 
Waring & Gillow Id) 
Tinlings ld (petn of Bishop, Badcock, 
Bowron & Co Id) 


(to sanction Scheme of 
Arrangement). 


Batang Selangor Co ld 


Petition 


Chancery Division. 
Petition (to sanction Scheme of 
Arrangement and confirm 
Reduction of Capital). 
Montrose Co ld & 
reduced 
Petition (to sanction Scheme of 
Arrangement). 
Public 


Exploration 


House 


Western Counties 
Trust Co Id 
Petitions (to confirm alteration 

of Objects). 

Caxton Insce Co Id (ordered on 
March 15, 1921, to stand over 
generally) 

London-Caledonian 
from May 3,° 1921, 
1921) 

Athenwum Publishing Co Id 

Northern Petroleum Tank Steamship 
Co Id 
Petition (to restore 

Register). 

Freight Agents Id 


Trust Id (8.0. 
to May 31, 


name to 


Actions for Trial. 
Phillippo & Son Id 
Shepherd v Phillippo & Son Id & 
ors—with witnesses (Companies 
(Winding Up) Registrar) 
Goswell Clothing Works ld —Phillips 
v Goswell Clothing Works Id 
(Companies (Winding Up) Regis 
trar) 
KING'S BENCH DIVISION 


TRINITY SITTINGS, 
CROWN PAPER 


1921. 


Companies (Winding Up) Motions. 

Angel Steamship Co Id (ordered on 
April 13, 1920, to stand over 
generally) 

John Dawson & Co (Newcastle-on- 
Tyne) Id (stand over’ generally by 
consent) 

Wine Co ld (part heard) 
(ordered on April 12, 1921, to 
stand over generally) 

S Jacobs & Co Id (ordered on 
March 15, 1921, to stand over 
generally) 

Southern Coalfields of France Id 
(s.o. from May, 3 1921, to May 31, 
1921) 


Samos 


Court Summonses. 
Chancery Division. 
French South African Development 
Co Id 
Partridge v French South African 
Development Co Id (on pre- 
liminary point—ordered on April2 
1914, to stand over generally 
pending trial of action in King’s 
Bench Division) 


Companies (Winding Up). 

Vanden Plas (England) Id (on proof 
of Fiat Motors ld—with witnesses 

parties to apply to fix day for 
hearing—retained by Mr. Justice 
Astbury) 

R Martens & Co Id (on claim of 
Lady Rhondda—with witnesses) 

Cuban Land & Development Co. 
(1911) Id 

European Agency Id 

Connolly Bros Id (on proof of Hecht, 
Levis & Kalin) 

Same (on proof of Luke O'Reilly Id) 

Agricultura] Tractors (United King- 
dom) Id (balance order) 

Same (vary list of contributories— 
A J Pemberton) 

Same (same—H J Hardy) 

Same (same—-Alpha Agency Id) 

Same (same—J R Richardson) 

Our Boys Clothing Co Id (as to 
distribution of surplus assets) 

H J Webb & Co (Smithfield, Lon. 
don) Id (on claim of His Majesty's 
Food Controller) 

Hutchisons (1919) Id 

West of England Bacon Co Id 

St. Ermin’s Hotel Id 

Tirdonkin Collieries Id 


Beston v Newburys Id 
Ellis v Dubowski & anr 


Aistrup v Morcarvar ld 


Oakley v Mayor, &c of Merthyr Tydfil 


London County Commercial Re. | 
insurance Office Id 

Farrow’s Bank Id 

Same 


Before Mr. Justice Russet. 


Retained Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses) 


| 


Macclesfield Corpn v Governors of | 
the Free Grammar School of King | 


Edward VI (fixed for May 31) 
Same Kinsey (fixed for May 21) 


In re A Harper Sons & Bean Id | 


Bean v The Company 
The Dresdner Bank 
Agency) v The Rwusso-Asiatic 
Bank 
Radcliffe v 
June 1) 
Same v Sayer (fixed for June 1) 


Further Consideration. 
Goodall v Sutcliffe 


Adjourned Summonses. 


In re J T Poyser, dec 
Cox pt hd. (s.0. to July 5) 

In re E Le Petit, dec (restored) 

In re P Williams, dec Wright v 
Williams 

In re A S& Petrie, dec 
Petrie 

In re Bullock, dec 

In re John Footman, dec 
Staddon 

In re T J Barratt, dec Coates v 
Barratt 

In re J E Lowe, dec Shaw v Lowe 

In re Sincliir, dec Summzersell v 
Sinclair 


Bullock v James 
Turner v 


(London | 


Johnston (fixed for | 


Landon v. | 


Munro v | 


In re Elizabeth Williams, dec 
Williams v Williams 

Inre J ASnee’s Settlement Doddv 
Gunn 

In re William Williams’ Settlement 
Williams v Williams 

In re R H Spens, dec 
Spens 

In re Holtz, dec 

In re Markham, dec 
Markham 

In re W Routledge, dec 
v Yéo 

In re Llewellyn’s Settlement Official 
Solr v Evans 

In re W Rutson,dec Public Trustee 
v James 

In re Chilton, dec 

In re V E Hope, 
Smith 

In re Astor, dec 

In re R H Marsh, 
v Marsh 

In re E Stansfield, 
Stansfield 

In re Mair Williamson v French 
(to be in List on May 24) 

In re Parkhurst, dec (Parkhurst v 
Parkhurst 

In re Hyam, dec 

Conwy v Storey 

Applications under Trading with the 

Enemy Acts, 1914 to 1916. 

In re Dresdner Bank (London 
Agency) adjd sumns by Controller 
for directions under Vesting Order 
No. 2 

In re Same adjd sumns by Controller 


Spens v 


Holtz v Holtz 
Markham v 


Chapman 


Silsby v Currel 
dec Hope v 


Astor v Adams 
dec Woodward 


dec Preston v 


Halford v Meyer 


for directions under Vesting Order 
| g 


No. 3 


—___ 


TRINITY SITTINGS, 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
IN APPEAL Court No. 1. 
Tuesday, 24th May.—Exparte Applications, 
Original Motions, Interlocutory Appeal: 
from the Chancery, Probate ~ =y Dhicee 
Divisions and Revenue Appeals. 


Wednesday, 25th May ot | 
Revenue Appeals will 1 be contin: in 


this Court. 


In APPEAL Court No. IT. 
Tuesday, 24th May.—Exparte Applications, 
Original Motions and Interlocutory A ppeals 
from the King’s Bench Division. 
Wednesday, 25th 7. Final Apes 
from the King’s Bench Division will 
be taken and continued in this Court. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
, LORD CHANCELLOR'S COURT. 
Mr. Jusrice EVE. 


Sht caus = fur cons and 

non-wit 

Wednesdays. ..Non-wit list. 

Thursdays ... . Non-wit list. 

Lancashire business will be taken on 
Thursdays, the 26th May, the 9th and 
23rd June and the 7th and 21st July. 

7 ’ Mots and non-wit list. 
N.B.—Motions will be taken on Thursday, 

July 28th, instead of Friday, July 29 
CuaNcery Court III. 
Mr. JosTice PETERSON. 

Except when other business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List Actions with Wit- 
nesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 


Mondays 
Tuesdays 


1921. 
Cuancery Covrt I 
Mr. Justice SARGANT 
Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice Sargant 
willtake Actions with Witnesses through- 
out the Sittings. 


CHANCERY CovrT V. 
Mr. Justice RUSSELL. 
Mondays. ..... Chamber Summonses. 
Applications under Trading with the 
snemy Acts will be heard on each 
Monday afternoon at 2 o'clock. 
Tuesdays 


Sht caus pets fur cons and 
non-wit list. 


b gnon-wit list. 
Mots and non-wit list. 


CHANCERY Court IT. 
Mr Justics ASTBURY. 

Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 


Cuancery Cour? IV. 
Mr Justice P.O. LAWRENCE 
Sitting in Chambers. 
Companies (Winding Up) 
Business and non-wit 
list. 
Wednesdays. ..Fur cons and non-wit list. 
Thursdays .--. Non-wit list 
Fridays ..Mots sht caus pets and 
non-wit list. 








Campbell v Ettlinger & Co Id 


CIVIL PAPER. 
For Argument. 





For Hearing 

The King v Beverley U DC 

The King v Newcastle- -upon- Tyne County Court Judge and 
Schalit & ors (May 27) 

The King v County Court Judge of West Hartlepool and 
Schalit & ors (June 11) 

The King v Schalit & ors (June 25) 

Gaston, Williams & Wigmore (Incorporated) v The Shipping 
Controller (Sept 16) 

Mousley v Greaves & anr 

The King v Special Commrs of Income Tax 

The King v Governor of Brixton Prison 

Margerison v E Hind & Co Id 

Jones v Gill 


The King v = jal Commrs of Income Tax 
Few & anr v Robinson 


The Kin 





Keane v Ashbocking Overseers 
The King v Graham-Campbell, Esq Met Pol Mag & Collins 
Taylor v Hecht 
Kyle v Edgington 
The King v Commissioner of Metropolitan Police 
Boyce v Cox 
Same v Same 
Smith v Lynch 
Blackett, Magalhaes & Colombie Id v Brown & Co 
McGurk v Dixon & Wife 
Melville v Taylor 
Smith v Meggeson & Co Id 
Houghston v Lees 
Norton v Same 
v Lyon 
ty Council v Wettman 





London 


Svinska Stinkols Aktiebol 
Nortland Navigation Co 
Sinson v Churnin 
Motor Trading Corpn Id v Knowles (Croydon County 
rt 


) 

Pope v Simpson (Birmingham Court) 

Barre tt v Hincheliffe, Stokoe & Co ont d 

Mitsui & Co ld v Donald Campbell & Co 

Mann & Cook v H A Walker & Co 

Dance v Davis & Aston ( County Court) 
Jordan v Williams (Weston-super-Mare County Court) 
Silverstone & Wife v W Cohen & Wife (Shoreditch County 


rt) 
Codling & Hodgkinson Id v Nessim & anr 
McKerrow v Matthews & Yates Id 
Leader v Stenoff (Bloomsbury County Court) 


t Carl Schlyter v Eleazer Clark 
anr 
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Head Office : Lu V ERPOOL | LONDON. 
1, DALE STREET, AND Chief Office : 
LIVERPOOL. LON DON j 1, CORNHILL, E.C.3. 





ASSETS EXCEED £20,000,000 = claims PAID OVER £102,000,000 


NEW TERMS x LIFE ANNUITIES 


land London and Globe Insurance Company, Limited, have substantially increased their Annuity rerms, and 
n the Purchase Money places the Company right in the front rank of Annuity Othe¢ 





The Liverpoo 
the return now allowed per cent. o 
The following are a few illustrations of the very favourable terms now granted 


ANNUITY (payable half-yearly) per £100 of Purchase Money. 
MALE LIFE 


(Age last birthday). OLD RATE. NEW RATE. 
55 - es = £7 8 10 a) ee ss 10 0 
60 - - - - $8 2 . : - 9 14 8 
65 - - - - 10 8 O - - - ll 8 4 
70 tr Sey ee 12 13 6 i. a on 13 15 8 
The Company's assets form an unimpeachable security for payment of all Annuities 





Fov a Prospectus containing the rates for all ages apply to the above offices or any of the Branches 











The Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society, Limited, 


22, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C.2. 








DRAFT FORMS OF 


Memorandum and Eeticles of ‘Association 
By CECIL W. TURNER, Esgq., Barrister-at-Law. 


The forms are printed as drafts on one side of sheets of Foolscap, and are in accordance with the Companies Acts 
1908-17, and with the latest decisions of the Courts: | They have been used for many years by Counsel and Solicitors, 
and the regulations of thousands of existing Companies are based upon them. 





MEMORANDUM AND ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION, s. d. 
No. 3.—For a Private Company. Nineteenth Edition. 42 pages .. i a cach 3 6 
No. 3a.—For a Public Company. J wel/ih Edition. 44 pages .. ba oo “6 je « -. 
No. 3c.—For a Company not for profit, and limited by guarantee. //ird Edition. 26 pages - . 3 6 
No. 3d.—For a Private Company (adopting Table A with modifications). Seventeenth Edition. 16 pages 2 6 
No. 3d.*—For a Public Company (adopting Table A with modifications). J'ourth Edition. 15 pages 2 6 

TRUST DEEDS. 

No. 3e.—For securing an issue of Debentures. 19 pages. Zhird Edition és = ‘ each : : 


No. 3e*.—For securing an issue of Debenture Stock. 20 pages 


The type of these Drafts is kept standing, and by adopting one o eins a sation saving in the 
cost of printing can n be effected. 


TREATISE ON THE CONVERSION OF A BUSINESS INTO A PRIVATE LIMITED COMPANY, 
with annotated Forms of Memorandum and Articles of Association and other Documents. J /ird Edition. 


Price 6s. net; post free, 6s. 9d. 
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L de Vriendt v Dexters Id 
— & Wile v Bancroft & anr ( County 


Wiener A Co v Establissement Verminch 

Neilson v London & North Western Ry Co (Bloomsbury 
County Court) 

Kirk v nington & anr (Peterborough County Court) 

Scunthorpe & Frodingham U D C v Mason & Wife & anr 
(Gainsborough County Court) 

Ekins v Conway (Shoreditch County Court) 

In the Matter of the Oxted Motor Co ld (Companies Consoli- 
dation Act, 1908) (Croydon County Court) 

Tobutt v Appleton (Brentford County Court) 

= Se — of Alderson & Watson Id (Norwich County 

‘ourt 
Bowden v Graham \+~ ~~ ~~ yn Court) 


Pearson v if mee Fs 

Sinclair v f Ai County Court) 

Es & A Retinewe 145 Saneks Eo Cones & Co (Ietstel 
County Court) 

Griffiths v Hillier (Brentford County Court) 

Cowan Bros id v Wiskemann 

Baxter v Sharpless (Bow County Court) 

French «& anr v Gething (Gething, clmt) 

—— Cash Register Cold v Stanley (Bloomsbury County 


sourt) 
Lawrence & Co v Sota & Aznar 
Compania Naviera Sota y Amar v Franklin & De Sylvers 
Greer v Wilson (Manchester County Court) 
Fabrica Lombarda Di Asido Tartarico v Fuerst Bros ld 
Grant v Cardiff Hotels Co ld (Cardiff County Court) 
Bardell v Seed (King’s Lynn County Court) 
Jones v Cambrian Rys Co (Oswestry County Court) 
Fountain Manufact: Co (Bury) id v Fish & Co 
Prior v Prior (Sout County Court) 
Nathan & anr v Campbell & ors (West London County Court) 
Jac Van As J Izn id v William Docwra & Co (Gt Yarmouth 
County Court) 
M Postmaster-General v Mayor, &c. of Liverpool (Liverpool 
County Court) 
Hill v Hasler (Marylebone County Court) 
Lawlin v Great Western Ry Co (Marylebone County Court) 
Cox v Bushell (Newp oa ae 
Greenwich v Katz (Whitechapel County Court) 
Crossland v Wilson (Preston ‘ounty Court) 
Potter v Francis (Aldershot County Court) 
Gibbons v Scrimgeour (Brighton County Court) 
Poliakoff v Stromwal! 
Hopton v Hincks (Leicester County Court) 
Crossland v ~~ (Sheffield County Court) 
Longman v General Engineering Co (King’s Cross) ld (Maryle- 
bone County Court) 
Cantzhaar Schalkingh & Co v Basler, Spier & Co 
i Cure v Ward (Madeley County Court) 
er Morgensen & Co. v F Chelaman & Co 


[Although the Creditors’ and Bankruptcy 


regular feature of the “ Solicitors’ Journal,” 





Clements & Wile v Machell & Wife ( — County 


Court) 

J W & T Connolly Id v Clifford & Son (1918) Id (Clerkenwell 

County Court) 

SPRCIAL PAPER. 
Snelling v Amis Swain & Co 
Baintgoorie (Dooars) Tea Co Id v British & Benningtons ld 
Mazde' Tea Co ld v Same 
North Western Cachar Tea Co ld v Same 
Horace Battin & Co ld v Cowan Bros ld 
Weiss, Biheller & Brooks Id v Alfred Bythway Id 
Same v Same (motion) 
W H Watson & Co v Produce Brokers Co Id 
Cox, McEuen & Co v Hammer & Co 
Matthews Id v Hough & Co ld 
J Aron & Co, Inc v Comptoir Wegimont 
Rumberg v Gilson White & anr 
Bray v Handley Page Id 
Davies v County Live Stock Insce Assoc 
Diamond Alkali Export Corpn v Fl. Bourgeios 
Mo?PIONS FOR JUDGMENT. 
Harland v Tong 
Bird v Kiersch orse Withey 
Clow v Flewibles Id 
Peace v Cooper 
Huff Id v Mainwaring 
Reason v Stocks 
Rosser v Stocks 
APPEALS UNDER THE UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE ACT, 1920. 
In the Matter of an Application by Guest & ors (Mary Sale) 
Same (Azile B Mullis) 
Same (Kate Croft) 
Same (Eva Croft) 
Same (Amy Hales) 
REVENTE PAPER. 
English Information. 

Attorney-Gen v Solomon Ford, Frederick Ford and Florence 

Emma Mary Gall (married woman) 
Attorney-Gen v Sarah Harriet Coole (Widow), Henry Hallifax 

Wells and Hallifax Vyvyan Wells 


English Information (Exceptions to Answer.) 
Attorney-Gen v Bernardine de Rocha Nogueira 
Attorney-Gen v José da Fonseca Souza Andrade 

Cases STATED. 


The Plymouth Mutual Co-operative & Industrial Soc Id and 
The Commrs of Inland Revenue 

The Commrs of Inland Revenue and John Sansom 

Mark Bromet and James Reith oe of Taxes) 


Notices have been a 
we doubt whether 





May 28, 1921 


5S Sunée, 2 © Sa 6 F M Morant, 

Trustees of John Moran nos} ends Ti Butcher (Sur. 
veyor of Taxes) 

Nevile, Reid & Cold and The Commrs of Inland Revenue 

oe ee eee Inland Revenue 

Reinachs, Ni ©o and The Commrs of Inland Revenue 

Port of Londen’ Authority and ‘The Comnrs of Inland 


Majestie Mill Co 1d and The Commes of Inland Revenue 
The Far ee Oe ld and The Commrs of Inland 


Reven 
A F Pool 1 (Inspector of Taxes) and The Guardian Investment 
Trust Co Id 


PETITIONS UNDER FINANCE ACT, 1804. 
In the Matter of the Estate of the Marquess of Abergavenny, 


oy Matter of the Estate of the Marquess of Abergavenny, 


LaNp VALUBS—APPEALS FROM DECISION OF REFEREE. 
Sir Berkeley Sheffield, Bart v The Commrs of Inland Revenue 
Deata Duties. 

In the Matter of Arthur George Earl of Wilton, dec 
APPEALS AND MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY. 
Appeals from County Courts to be heard by a Divisional Court 
sitting in Bankruptcy, Pending 13th May, 1921. 
In re Fred Powell Expte The Debtor v The Official Receiver, 
V L Roberts, MFS (Sheffield County Court) pt. hd. 
In the Matter of the Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1914 and 
In the Matter of a Deed of t for the of 
Creditors, dated July 2, 1920 The Debtor v J D 
Kerr & W Eaves, Trustees of the said Deed (Manchester 


County Court 
In re PP Keats ea Se Sates sD Ee, 


Trustee (Birmingham 
Py SPS 
& Co.) Ex L Nicholas, the Trustee v Mannel Swift 
(Liverpool y Court) 
Motions in Bankru y, for Sun aay ee before the Judge, 


a ey _Eapte W H Cok, the Tron Mis Ol 


Inve G © Vamner -- on business as Theo Vasmer & Co) 
Ex Frank ee the Trustee v Mrs Alice Vasmer 
= yy ~ ge = 

In re T L Davies Expte A O Miles, the Trustee v Thomas 
Walter Hx FS hd.) 

In re CJA le Sie Remit Shite Eeing v the 
Official Receiver & Heber Mon’ nmendl 


ee No ebiaies. 


they are of such practical utility as to justify the space given to | 
them, and, unless we receive from a sufficient number of readers 
a statement that they are in the habit of using these notices and 
will be inconvenienced by their omission, we shall be glad to 
devote the space to features of more general interest. “d. S.J.) 





Winding-up Notices. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette —TURSDAY, May 10. 


feconp HULME Perrect THRirt BUILDING SocteTy.—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 8, to send their names and addresses, and the = of their debts or claims 


to James Courtman, 261, Stretford-rd., Hulme, Manchester, liquidator. 

G. W. Grecory Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 20, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to H. C. Gill, 5, Clarence-st., Man- 
chester, liquidator. 

WILLIAM McLvuyoe & Co. Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 17, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry Mossop, 
Rameden-sq., Barrow-in- Furness, liquidator. 

Norra Drive (St. ANNES-ON-THE-SEA) LAND Co. Lt? p.—Creditors are required, on or before 
May 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Frank Iddeson Nickson, 30 Birley-st., Blackpool, liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette —TUESDAY, May 10. 


The Phillips Exploring Syndicate Ltd. Rhodes Bros. & Co. Ltd 

San Salvador Spanish Iron Ore Co. (1919) Ltd. The Pitcher Enterprise Co. Ltd. 

J. G. Ainsley Ltd Southerndown Water Co. Ltd. 

Derek Stafford & Co. Ltd. Midland Mills Co. Ltd. 

Cernavoda Syndicate Ltd. Parsani Oil Estate Syndicate Ltd. 

Saunders & Co. (Bradford) Ltd Goslings (Oxford) Ltd. 

‘The Anglo-Eastern Contract Co. Ltd. Staple Factories Ltd. 

The Ritz Hotels (Egypt) Ltd Ashton-in-Makerfield Cinema Ltd. 

The West Bromwich Masonic Hall Co. Ltd. The North Drive (St. Annes-on-the-Sea) Land 
Co. Ltd. 





VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very essential that all Policy Holders should 
have a detailed valuation of their effects. Property is generally wuz inadequatel 
insured, and in case of loss insurers suffer compan DEBENHAM, STORR & 
(LIMITED), 26, King Street, Covent Garden, W.C.2, the well-known valuers and chattel 
auctioneers (established over 100 years), have a staff of expert Valuers, and will be glad 
to advise those desiring valuations for any purpose. Jewels, plate, furs, furniture, 
works of art, bric-A-brac @ speciality ADV.) 








Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day oF CLAM. 
London Gazette-—FRIDAY, May 6. 


ABRAHAM, PHINEAS “rt Harley y-st., W., Doctor of Medicine. June 14. Marris and Shep 
herd, Chancery-la, W. 

Almuaneen, 1 aT Deaton Wilts. June 6. Clark & Smith, Malmesbury, 

ts 
ANDREWS, CLARA, Cambridge. June 17. Henry John Whitehead & Son, Cambridge. 
7 _ Mary, Walton-by-Clevedon. May 3i. Peake, Bird, Collins & Co. Bedford-row, 
Cc 

CAMERON, NANci& SopHia ELLIS Tupper, Earl's Court. June 18. Murray, Hutchins & 
Co., Birchin-la, E.C.3. 

Cask, HARRY, Salisbury, Wilts. May 21. Trethowan & Vincent, Salisbury. 

CLARK, WILLIAM WuiTE, Upper Norwood. June7. Burchell, Wilde & Co., Victoria-st. 

CRA Suay, RV. GEORGE ALFRED, Melchbourne. May 31. Sharman & Trethew , Bedford. 

Cross, _ ELIZABETH, Tunbridge Wells, Kent. June 11. Cross, Ram & Co., alesworth, 
ullo 

Curzon, Honov RABLE FREDERICK GRAHAM, Penn. May 30. Trower, Still & Co., New-sq. 
Lincoln's Inn, W.( 

ELuior, Epwarp Hay Mac KENZIE, Hereford. June 6. Whites & Co., Budge-row, E.C.4, 

EVANS, CONSTANCE LILIAN, Eastbourne. June 2. E. O. Langham, Kast bourne. 

FORSTER, ALBERT EpWwarp, Histon, Cambridge, Licensed Victualler. June 3. Guy W. 
Stanley & Shaw, Cambridge. 

FowLsER, ELLEN, East Bergholt, Suffolk, May 30. Trethowan & Vincent, Salisbury. 

GaTrey, RICHARD CARTER, Lee, Kent. Ma Edwin Shalless, Greenwich, S.E, 

Gwyy, Jouy, Bristol, Leather Merchant. Aty 10. Evans & Taylor, Bristol. 

—_ am, Wandsworth-rd, Clogmaker. June 7. W. R. Millar & Sons, St. Thomas’- 
st., 5. EB. 

HICKMAN, WILLIAM, Oxford. June 15. Fairfax & Barfie Id, Banbury. 

H1ason, Jacos, Northwood. June 5. Bird & Bird, Gray’s Inn-sq. 

Hitton, Marta, Lichfleld. June 14, Skardon, Wearing & Flewker, Wolverhampton, 

HINGSTON, ERNEST ALISON, Bristol. July 5. Barry & Harris, Bristol. 

Hopes, Mary ELEANOR, Plymouth. June 4. Foot & Bowden, Plymouth. 

HOLLMAN, FRANK, Camden Town. June 24. H. B. Wedlake, Saint & Co., Finsbury Park, 


NA. 

HUGHES, SARAH JANE, Hyde Park. June4. Naunton & Son, Oxford-st., W.1. 

HUARTSON, MARY ANN, Gravesend, Kent. June 4. W.C. Honewood, Old Jewry-chmbrs. E.C, 

JACKSON, HENRY, Blackley, Lancaster. June 2. Sharratt & Saxon, Manches 

JARVIS, JoserH CHOAT, Stambourne, Essex. May 25. Holmes & Hills, ~- 

LESLIE, GEORGE 1% Lindfield, Sussex, Royal Academician. June 30. Mott & Son, 
Bedford-row, W.C. 

LLOYD, SiR Dasien. Chester. May 20. Potts, Potts & Gardner, Chester. 

Lioypb, JOSEPH WILLIAM, Sale, Chester. June 9. 0. Collier Littler, Manchester. 

LONG, DANIEL, Calne, Wilts. June 6. Francis Howse & Eve, 3, Salters’ Hall Court, 
Cannon-st., E.C, 

McLAtx, JANE, Durham. May 16. Criddle & Ord, Gateshead. 

MANN, JOHN CHRISTOPHER, Birmingham. June 7. Harold Mayhew “4 Co., Birmingham. 

MANNS, Dame KATHERINE Ee me. Upper Norwood. June 1 Johnson, Ra Raymond 
Barker & Co., New-sq, Lincoin’s Inn, W.C.2. 

MARSHALL, PEren, Heaton. June 5. Charles Shortt, Kirby & Co., Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 

MATHIEU, HELEN Vicroria, Cheltenham. June 30. Rickerby & Co., Cheltenham. 

NICHOLSON, SaRaH, Dudley. May 31. Jesse Wright & Co., Dudley. 

ee HORATIO CARELESS BEVINGTON, Dudley. May 31. Jesse Wright & Co., 

y. 
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Morant, 
ther (Sur- Oakuizgy, Ema, ene June 10. W. H. Stoddard, Birmingham. Forrescvs, Lapy CAMILLA ELEANOR, Mayfair. May 21. Ford, Harris & Ford, Southern- 
Patrison, Ropert, F . June 25. Windybank, Samuel! & Lawrence, St. Swithins-la., hay, Exeter. 
enue E.C.4. Gaee, WILLIAM HENRY, Walmer, Kent. June 24. Lewis & Pain, Dover. 
he PILKINGTON, DaMeE Mary EvizZaBberu, Southport. June 4. Brown, Quayle & Co., Southport. GANDER, Frances, Warwick. July 1. = C. Cripps, Son & Harries, Tunbridge Wells. 
Revenue Paovt, ELIZABETH ANS, Bedford. Junel. A. Harold Ruston & Son, Chatteris, Cambs. GrpsosN, Mrs. ELBANOR, Lincoln. May : Andrew & Thompson, Lincoln. 
Inland ReeD, CHARLES, Milton Abbot, Devon, Farmer. June 4. W. A. Mahany, Plymouth. | Hinton, Mary, New South Wales ~My ‘3. C. Webb, Brighton. 
Rooers, MarTHA Jane, Chelsea. June 4. Ernest BE. Barnett, Haymarket, S.W.1. | Hopeson, Emma ANN, Norbury,8.W. June 16. CecilS. P. Tufnell, Gray's Inn-aq., W.C.1. 
nue Ryper, DaMe Epira HeLeNa Lisle, Torquay. June l4. Burch & Co., Piccadilly, W.1. | Hour, THomas, Birkenhead, Merchant. June 17. Alsop, Stevens, Crooks & Co., } I. 
f Inland Sankey, Lapy Hengierra, Belgrave-sq. June 11. Downing, Handcock, Middleton & | Hussey, MARY ANNE, Worthing. June6. Osborn-Jenkyn & Son, Lincoln's Inn-fields, C2 
Lewis, Great St. Helens, E.C.3. JACKSON, SARAH HARRIET, Bognor. June 14. Henry Layton Staffurth, 
vestment Savers, Lacks Puss, Lewisham. May 30. Edwin Shalless, Greenwich, 8.E. JOHNSON, WALTER HAROLD, Iggppitt, Devon. May 30. Tweed & Son, ‘Honiton, Devoa. 
Soorgr, HARRIETT, Mansfield. June 30. Alderson, Son & Dust, Sheffield. KiNG, WriaM, Lincoln, Monumental Mason. July 1. Goy, Cross & Co., Barton-on- 
Suyra, Taomas Watt, Kensington. June 18. Clarke, Clarke & Square, Piccadilly, W.1. Humber. 
THOMPSON, SARAH, Matlock. June 17. Turnbull & Sons, Scarborough. LaISTER, HELEN, Thorgauby, Yorks. June 17. Summerson, Kay & Heninghem, Pock- 
avenny THorssy, Sir JOHN ORMEROD SCARLETT, Burnley, Lancaster. Junel0. Southern, Fullalove lington. 
F & Ritchie, Burnley. LANCASTER, EMILY MARIA, Bristol. October 7. H.C. Trapnell!, Bristol. 
avenny WHITTAKER, GEORGE, Eccies, Chemist. June 3. Robert Innes, Manchester. Laws, WILLIAM Butcuer, Cardiff. June 24. Vaughan & Roche, Cardiff. 
, Wickman, Mary Jane, Beverley. June 3. Crust, Todd, Mills & Sons, Beverley. | MARTIN, Saran Jane, Northumberland. June 17. Adam Douglas & Son, Alnwick. 
JosEPH CROYDON, Liverpool. May27. Greville & Averill,Upper Berkeley-st.,W.1. | MarTHeY, LILIAN Emity, Chelsea. June 30. Morgan & Harrison, Old Jewry-chmbrs., 
REE. Woop, pa. Leytonstone , Essex. May 31. Stanley Evans & Co., Theobalds-rd., E.C.2. 
Rev W.C.l Muse, MATTHEW FAIRLAMB, Gateshead, Newsagent. June 5. Thos. Gee & Co., Neweastle- 
pene Woop, LEonarpD BrovauTon, Stoke-upon-Trent, Tile Merchant. June 4. Sidney H. upon-Tyne. 
Graham, Stoke-on-Trent. NICHOLLS, JoHN, Plympton. June 7. fy & Johns, Plymouth. 
Norris, HENRY Percy, Portland-pl. June 14, Pilgrim & Phillips, Coleman-st., B.C, 
London Gazetie—TUESDAY, May 10. PENKIVIL, ARTHUR GEORGE BURR, Richmond. June 1. Powell, Rogers & Merrick, Eesex- 
AMSDEN, STANLEY THOMAS, Falcon-st. June 14. Pearce & Sons, West Smithfield, E.C.1. st., W.C, 
FREDERICK MONTAGUE PERCY, Dinnington. June 10. C.A. Elliott, Dinnington. PLANT, VERNER LOVELACE, Montreal, Quebec. May 31. Fladgate & Co., Pall-mall. 
ul Court BRIRNSTEIN, HARRIS MARK, South Kensington. June 25. Smith, Rundell, Dods & Bockett, | Rees, ELIZABETH, Pontypridd. June 7. Morgan & Roberts, Pontypridd. 
; Bedford-row, W.C.1. RIDDLE, JANE ANN, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. May 31. Criddle & Ord, Newcastle-upon 
. BENNETT, RICHARD, Epping, Essex. June 24. Loxley, Gardner & Sewell, Bucklersbury, | RupprmIN, James, Blundellsands, Poulterer. June 15. McKenna & Fishwick, <a 
eceiver, EC.4. ScowN, HENRY, Plymouth, Metal Merchant. June 9. Rickeard & Co., Ply meu, 
ey hd. BINGEMANN, WILLIAM WERNER, Clapton. June 10. Richard Free, New Broad-st., E.C.2 | Sauter, WILLIAM Ropert, Enfleld. June 4. Dawes & Sons, Birchin- ia., 
nee , WALTER WILLIAM, Oxford-st. June 20. Reynolds & Miles, Basinghall-st., EC2 | Surru, THOMAS, Walton-le-Dale, Licensed Victualler. June 18. W. 8. Woodoock, Bamber 

. of Brown, Hewny, Westcliff-on-Sea. June 24. Loxley, Gardner & Sewell, aieter, | Bridge 
vJD E.c.4. | SMITH, REVEREND GeoRGR, Preston. June ll. Forshaw, Parker & Co., Preston. 
chester Carrer, Henny Worsrer, Northampton, Brewers’ Clerk. June 28. Herbert J. Jeffery and | SMITH, Sana, Wendon Lofts, Essex. June 10. Wortham & Co., Royston, Herts, 

’ ‘ord. STUBBS, JOHN, Stafford. June 15. Greatrex, Warner & Beswick, Stafford. 

Kerr, , CHARLES HADDON, Dover-st. June 5. Bird & Bird, Gray's Inn-sq. | TAYLOR, SopHta, Chadwell Heath. May 24. Arthur Porter & Crust, Romford, 
(lian CLIFTON, Was EpWARD, Hyde Park. May 31. Frere Cholmeley & Co., Lincoln's Inn- | Tags, JANE, Mickleover, Derby. June > J. & W.H. Sale & Son, Derby. 
r ns fields, W.C.2 WHITFIELD, EMILY, Dorsington. June 25. Clapham, Fraser, Cook & Co., Devonshire-0q., 
wift Cox, WILLIAM, Walsall. June 4. Hervey, Smith & Sons, Hyde. EC. 
-_ HERBERT SAMUEL, Wimbledon. June 17. Hays, Roughton & Dunn, Clements-la., | WILLIAMS, MRS. ANN, Loannefydd. May 31. Gamlin & Kelly, Rhyl. 
Judge Wiking, ALMA, Needham, Suffolk. June 6. Crossman, Block & Co., Theobald’e-rd., Gray’s 
, quae. MarrTua Lovisa, Derwent, Derby. June 14. Smith, Tone Fildes. Sheffield. Ian, W.C.1. 

Olga Down, CHARLES WELCH, Walsall. June 7. > oon & Jackson, Walsal Wooprvrr, Lortn James, Kensington. June 21. Rawle, Johastone & Co., Beahet-tow. 
3 : _ — 
& Co) BEDFORD, JOHN, Leeds, Bedding Upholste on a Leeds, Watts, Eanest Georor, Strood, Kent, Grocer. Rochester 

Ban kruptcy } Sr May 12 at 11.30. Off. Rec., 24, Bond-st., Leed md, . of a , See. eee 
CAULFIELD, JOsEPH, Stanley, Durham, Draper. ne ILSON, aN A D, alitax, ome omm: ” 
yomas Londen @ —Tonspar, May 8. upon: Tyne. May 13ati2. Of. Rec, 4, Me ee vow Halifax. May ll at 4. County Court House, Preeeottah, 
; The RECEIVING ORDERS. Onno eaten ayes. HAMILTON STAPLETON, Canter- WOODMANSEY, KENNETH GRANVILLE, and WOODMANSEY 
BEAvis, ERNEST NORMAN, Carlisle. Kingston (Surrey). bury; Dental Operator. Canterbury. May 11 at 10.45. gg ay ag a Sa ny © o 
as Pet. Mar. 30. Ord. Apri Rec., 684, Castle-st., Canterbury. —_ - Rec, Figtree-lane, She , 
BEOKeTT, SAMUEL, Sunior, Bolton, Electrician. Bolton. Caonmn, CLIFFORD JOSEPH, Bridgwater, Confectioner ADJUDICATIONS 
Pet. — Ord. April 30. Bridgwater. May 1i at 11.30. Off. Rec., 26, Baldwin-st., é ' aad 
ETT, M Oo, Manchester, Manufacturers’ Agents. Bristol. BECKETT, SAMUEL, Junior, Bolton, Electrician. Bolton. 
r. Mat. Siar. 21. Ord. April 28 Davies, Horace Hervert, Pontypridd, Music Dealer. Pet. April 30. Ord. April 30 
CAULFIELD, JOSEPH, Stanley, Dur! , Draper. Newcastle- Pontypridd. May l2 at 2.30. Off. Rec., 117,.3t. Mary-st., BLACK, FREDERICK, Lelcester, Yarn Agent. Leicester. 
upon-Tyne. Pet. April27. Ord. pril 27. Cardiff. Pet. April 14. Ord. April 29. 
Cooke, CHARLES, Birmingham, Jeweller. Birmingham. | DOYLE, HERBERT, Prestwich, Lans., Factor in Electrical CavLrieLp, Joseru, Stanley, Durham, Draper, Newcastle- 
Pet. April 28. Ord. April 28. | Accessories. Manchester. May 11 at 3.30. Off. Rec., upon-Tyne. Pet. April 27. Ord. April 27. 
Davies, HORACE HERBERT, Pontypridd, Music Dealer.| Byrom-st., Manchester. Cooke, CHARLES, Birmingham, Jeweller. Birmingham. 
Pontypridd. Pet. April 15. Ord. April 26. ; GOLDFINCH, WILLIAM JAMES, and DUNN, JOHN HENRY, Pet. April 28. Ord. April 28. 
Shep Duxy, JoHN OGLE, Spennymoor, Durham, Motor Garage | Wembley, Builders. Barnet. May 12 at 11.30. 14, Bedford- CourtaN, WILLIAM ERVANT, Fenchurch-st., Merchant. 
r. Dur . Pet. April7. Ord. April 28. | row, W., High Court. Pet. July 20. Ord. April 29. 
ury, FAULKNER, RICHARD, Manchester, Film Renter. Man- | KELLIE, JAMES E., Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Picture Frame FISHER, ROBERT GROKGR, and SANDERS, HunRY Ewant, 
chester. Pet. Feb. 26. Ord. April 25. Dealer. Newcastle- -upon-Tyne. May i3 at Ll. Off. Penrhyndeudraeth, Merioneth, Cinema Kxhibitors. 
FisHer, ROBERT GEORGE, and SANDERS, HENRY EWART, Rec., 4, Northumberland-st., Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Portmadoc. Pet. April 30. Ord. April 30, 
row, Penrh raeth, Merioneth. Portmadoc. Pet. April KIMBERLEY, WILLIAM, Birmingham, Confectioner. Bir- Garton, CeisrorD, and WALKER, LAMPLOUGH, Deal, Theatri- 
30. Ord. April 30. mingham. May 11 at 11.30. Ruskin<hmbs., 191, cal Managers. Canterbury. Pet. Aprill6. Ord. April27. 
s& Gex, THOMAS. ton, Lincoln, Sailand Tent Maker. Boston. j Corporation-st., Birmingham. Ger, THomas, Boston, Lincs, Sailand Tent Maker. " 
Pet. April 38. Ord. April 28. LAMBERT, Hoxace, Birmingham, and CHAMBERS, WILLIAM Pet. April 28. Ord. April 28. 
Greson, JANE, Godley, Hyde, Chester. Ashton-under- GeorGe, Diesinkers. Birmingham. May 13 at 11.30, HARRISON, ALFRED JOHN, Sunderland, Electrical Engineer. 
Lyne. Pet. April27. Ord. April 27. Off. Rec., 191, Corporation-st., Birmingham. ° Sunderland. Pet. April 20. Ord. ‘April 20 

ord. GOLDSTONE, JOSEPH, “Manchester, — Manufacturer. | Lowrs, ALICE Clifford-st., New ‘Bond-st. High Court. HARRISON, KRNEST HENRY, Sutton St. James, Lincoln, 

rth, Manchester. Pet. April 13. Ord. April 28. May 12 at 12. Bankruptcy- bidgs., Carey-st., W.C. Buteher. King's Lynn. Pet. April 30, Ord. April 30. 
HARRISON, ALFRED JOHN, Sunderland, Engineer. Sunder- | MCADAM, ALEXANDER, the Younger Bolton-on- Dearne, HARRISON, ARTHUR, Bracebridge, Lincoln, Plumber. Lincoln, 

sq. land. Pet. April29. Ord. April 29." Travelling Draper. Sheffield. May 10 at 12. Off. Ree., Pet. April 5. Ord. April 28. 

HaRkison, ERNEST HENRY, Sutton Saint James, Lincoln,| Figtree-lane, She ffield. HARPER, GEORGE PERCIVAL CYRIL, Eynsham, Oxford, Motor 

> Butcher. ps. Lynn. Pet. April 30. Ord. April 30. | MARER, FREDERICK, Wednesbury, Farm Labourer. Walsall. Ploughing Agent. Oxford. Pet. Mar. 16. Ord. April 30. 

HEROLIFFE, CHARLES ARTHUR, Wakefield, Labourer. Leeds. May l2ati2. Off. Rec., 30, Lichfield-st., Wolverhampton. HERcLIFFE, CHARLES ArnTuuUR, Wakefield, Labourer Leeds. 
Ww. Pet. April 28. Ord. April 28. AZZETTI, HILDA, Folkestone. Canterbury. May 11 at Pet. Aprib28. Ord. April 28. 
Hoxpsos, THomas, Ashton-on-Mersey, Railway Clerk. 11.15. Off. Rec., 684, Castle-st., Canterbury. Hopson, THOMAS, Ashton-on-Mersey, Railway Clerk. Man- 
Manchester. Pet. April 28. Ord. April 28. MALIN, ARTHUR, Leloester, Hosiery Dealer. Leicester. chester. Pet. April 28. Ord. April 28. 
HOcKEN, CHARLES HENRY, Nottingham, Raincoat Dealer. May ll at 3. Off. Rec., 1, Berridge-st., Leicester. HOcKEN, CHARLES HENRY, Nottingham. Raincoat Dealer, 
° N . Pet. April30. Ord. April 30. | Mop, George EDWARD, Koleshill, nr. Coventry, Ale and Nottingham. Pet. April 30. Ord. April 30, 
1 LowTu, ALICE, 17, Clifford-st., Bond-st. High Court. Pet. Stout Merchant. Coventry. May 11 at 12. Off. Rec., JORDAN, A., Cricklewood, High Court. Pet. Feb. 22. 
April 28. Ord. April 28. | The Barracks, Smithford-st., Coventry. Ord. April 30. 
, ARTHUR, icester, Hosiery Dealer. Leicester. | osrwixy, Isaac, pg Tailor. Cardiff. May 12 at 3, Kimperiey, WILLIAM THoMAs, Birmingham, Confectioner. 
Pet. April 28. Ord. April 29. Off. Rec., 117, Mary- st., Cardiff. Birmingham. Pet. April 9. Ord. April 28. 
, HitpA, Folkestone. Canterbury. Pet. April 29. | Preston, Taomin, ‘Salem ster, Hants, Farmer. Winchester. LowTH, ALICE, Clifford-st., New Bond-st. High Court. 
Ord. A pril 29. | May Ll at 2.30. | Off. Rec., Midland Bank-chmbs., High-st., Pet. April28. Ord. April 28. 
PwaAcu, ENRY Brows, Sheffield, Smallware Dealer. | Southampton. MALIN, ARTHUR, Leicester, Hosiery Dealer. Leicester. 

c Sheffield. Pet. April 28. Ord. April 28. | Rees, Horace Vickars, Harrow-rd., Publisher. High Pet. April 28. Ord. April 29. 

Suort, NELLIE, Manchester. Manchester. Pet. April 29. Court. May 12 at 12. Bankruptey-bldgs. Carey-st., MagZeTti, HipA, Folkestone. Canterbury. Pet. April 
Ord. April 29. ¥ c. | 2%. Ord. April 29. 

Surru, Grorce A., Ashford, Middix. Poultry Farmer.) Rogers, Samvel FREDERICK, Tipton, Manufacturer of | MOORE, ISABELLA, STEWART, Catford. Greenwich. Pet. 
Kingston (Surrey). Pet. March 31. Ord. April 28. : Castings. Dudley. May l3at12. Off. Rec., 1, Priory-st., March 30. Ord. April 27. 

TROTMAN, ARCHIBALD, Moston, nr. ter, Tailor’s Dudley. Ostwisp, Isaac, Cardiff, Lallor. Cardiff, Pet. April 26. 

, Presser. Manchester. Pet. April 28. Ord. April 28. SENIOR, JAMES WHITE, Leeds, Butcher. Leeds. May 12 Ord. April 27. 

HERRETT, JOSEPH, Southport, jes’ Tailor. Liverpool.| gt 11, Off. Rec., 24, Bond-st., Leeds. Peacu, Henry Brows, Sheffield, Smallwaro Dealer. 
Pet. A a Ord. April 28. Simon, J., Manchester. Manchester. May 11 at 3 p.m. Sheffield. Pet. April 28. Ord. April 28. 
GEORGE, Strood, Kent, Grocer. Rochester.  O#. Rec., Byrom-st., Manchester. PHILLIPS, Basit JOUN, 35 Piccaddilly. High Court. Pet, 
Jan. 26. Ord. April 28. 


Wuirs, 
' Pot.’ "april 29. Ord. April 29. 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 15. 
George PercivaAL Cyril, Eynsham, 
Pet. March 16. Ord. April 4. 


HARPER, Oxford. 
Oxford. 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bravis, Exyest NornMAN, Kingston Hill, Surrey. ingston 
vv my at 12. 132, York-rd, Westminster Br 


Surrey, Poultry Farmer. 


132, York-rd., 


Smrrn, Grorck A., Horsham, 
Westminster 


Kingston. May 11 at 11.30. 
Bridge-rd. 

STANSBURY, THOMAS WILLIAM, Penygraig, Glam, Fancy 
Goods Dealer. Pontypridd. May 12 at 11.15. County 
Court Office, Court House-st., Pontypridd. 

Swalng, JOHN, Leigh-on-Sea, Kesex, Photographer. Chelms- 
ford. May 12 at 12. 14, Bedford-row, W.C. 

TROSKY, HYMAN, Newcastle-on-Tyne, Tailor. Middles- 
brough. May 12 at 2.15. Off. Rec., 80, High-st., 
Stockton-on-Tees. 


Paristos, LAURA, Rotherhithe. High Court. Pet. April 27. 
Ord. April 29. 

RowLines, Georce Henry, Asby, Westmorland, Farmer. 
Kendal. Pet. Feb. 21. Ord. April 30. 

SAVAGE, HAROLD ARTHUR, i-_-% Surre »,) Motor Engineer, 


High Court. Pet. Feb. 24. Ord. April 28 

SHORT, NELLIB, osehenten. Manchester. Pet. April 20. 
Ord, April 29. 

Swift, NUEL, Liveepet Cotton Broker, Liverpool. 
Pet, Nov. 17, Ord. April 25 
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THOMAS, CARRIE Many, Cardiff. Cardiff. Pet. Feb. 24. 


Ord. April 29. 
THOMAS, GERTRUDE 
April 27 
TROTMAN, ARCHIBALD, 


ANN, Cardiff. Pet. Feb. 24. Ord 
Moston, near Manchester, Tailor's 
Presser. Manchester. Pet. April 28. Ord. April 28 
Wurst, Exxest George, Strood, Kent, Grocer. Rochester 
Pet. April 29. Ord. April 29 

Wiison, Keoivatp, Halifax, Turf Commission 
Halifax. Pet. Aprilll. Ord. April 29 

Woan, Henry Evwarp, andjWoas, Joun Esprit, Liverpool 
West African Merchants. Liverpool. Pet. April 6. 


Ord. April 28. 


Agent 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 6 
RECEIVING ORDERS 


Barves, WILLIAM, Luton, 
Pet. May 2. Ord. May 2 
Barravp, Carr. George H., Half Moon-st., W.1 

Court. Pet. Feb. 16. Ord. May 3 
Bowas, Gustave Henny, Bickenhall-mansions, Diamond 
Merchant. High Court. Pet. Mar. 14. Ord. May 3 
BOnaAS, PERCY, Swiss Cottage, Diamond Broker. High Court 
Pet. Mar. 14. Ord. May 3 
Bower, THOMAS EpWwarp, 
Nov. 22. Ord. Feb. 1 
BRADY, FREDERIC, Bayswater 
Ord. M 
BRaowns, 


Commission Agent Luton. 


High 


Wilson-st. High Court. Pet 


High Court. Pet. Mar. 12 


a A ° 
ENRY Hexpert, Helining ham Suffolk, Parmer 
Ipswich. Pet. April. Ord. May 
Baows, Heyxry, Denbighshire, 
Pet. Aprili8. Ord. May 
Bourtox, THOMAS, Bolton, 
Ord. May 3. 
CLARKE, JOHN WALTER, Aston, 
Pet. May 4. Ord. May 4 
Conver, FREDERICK JouN, 
Pet. April6. Ord. May 3 
CORMACK, ANDREW WuaytTs, Birmingham, Advertising Agent. 
Birmingham. Pet. May 3. Ord. May 3 
Dunoan, James Cowan, West Drayton, 
Pet. May 4. Ord. May 4 
EDWARDS, BENJAMIN, Harrogate, 
Pet. May 2. Ord. May 2 
EDWARDS, EDWARD ARTHUR, 
Time Clerk. Bolton. Pet. May 3 
GAUNT, SYDNEY FREDERICK, Holloway, 
High Court. Pet. Aprill. Ord. May 4. 
Hieoins, Epwarp Joseru, Sheffield, Plasterer 
Pet. Aprili2. Ord. May 2 
Hors, Georos Tuomas, Coxhoe, Durham, 
Pot. Ma Ord. May 3 
Laipntk, Epwiy, Harringay, N. 
Ord. May 3 
LEIGHFIELD, ALBO, Cwmbran, Mon, Boot Repairer 
Pet. May 2. Ord. May 2 
Epwarp, Hove, Sussex, Woollen Manufacturer's 
Brighton. Pet. Feb. 5. Ord. May 3 
Mason Bryan Lister, Leamington 
Court. Pet. Mar3l. Ord. May 4 
Moraney, BaRNetre, Aldgate. High Court 
Ord. May 4. 
NABARRO, BENJAMIN, Crouch End, N.S, 
High Court. Pet.May2. Ord. May 2. 
Nacmras, D. B., Gresham-st., General 
Court. Pet. Aprill9. Ord. May 4 
Oram, JouN THOMAS, Fishponds, Bristol, Lic: 
Bristol. Pet. May 4. Ord. May 4 
Peart, J., Cheetham, Cabinet Maker 
Aprili2. Ord. May 3 


Ink oper Wrexham 


Farmer. Kendal. Pet. May 3. 


Grocer. West Bromwich 


Smithfield Market. High Court 


Artist. Windsor 


Baker Harrogate 
Horwich, nr. Bolton, 
Ord. May 3 

Furniture 


Lancs, 
Dealer 
Sheffield. 
Durham 


Joiner 


High Court. Pet. May 3 


Newport 


MARRINER, High 


Pet. Mar. 22. 
House Furnisher 
Merchant High 
nsed Victualler 


Manchester. Pet 


PLATT, JAMES, Saint Helens, Lancs, Licensed Victualler. 
Liverpool. Pet. May 3. Ord. May 3 
RAYNER, BRATHWAITE CHEVERLEY, Caerwys 
Chester. Pet. April4. Ord. May 2 
Reeves, Joun Stcart, Birmingham, 
Birmingham. Pet. May 2 
RUSHBY, GeorGR HENRY, 
May 3. Ord. May 3 
SANDERS, SAMUEL, Smethwick, 
Bromwich. Pet. May 
SCHOFIELD, HERBERT, 
Dewsbury Pet. May 4 
SCOTT, ROBERT AITKEN, 
Mar. 21. Ord. May 2 
SIDWELL, Henny, Ilkeston, 
Pet. May 3. Ord ay 3 
STEELE, CHARLOTTE, Forest Hill 
wich. Pet. Feb. 26. Ord. May 
STURMAN, JoSePH WILLIAM, Great Grimsby, 
(irimsby. Pet. April30. Ord. April 30 
raise & ASTIN, Manchester, Merchants 

April2l. Order May 3 
VeNTERS, GeorGe WILLIAM, Skirbeck, 
ALFRED, Skitpeck, Cycle Agents. Boston 
Ord. May 2 
WHITICAR, F., 
Ord. May 4 


Flint, Engineer. 


Commission Agent. 
, 


Ord. May 2. 


Lincoln, Grocer. Lincoln. Pet. 


Iron Merchant. West 
Ord. May 3 

Dewsbury, Haulage 
Ord. May 4 


Chiswick Park 


Contractor 


Brentford. Pet. 


Derby, General Dealer. Derby 


Poultry Farmer. Green- 
Mate. Great 
Manchester. Pet. 


VENTERS 
May 2. 


and 
Pet 


Bradford, Tailor. Bradford Pet. April 20. 


FIRST MEETINGS 
Lodging-house Keeper 
Rec., 4, Queen-st., 


Jous WILuaM, Tenby, 
May l4 at ll. Off 


BiIRD-A DAMS, 
Haverfordwest 
Carmarthen. 

Bonas, GUSTAVE HENRY, 
Merchant, High Court. 
bidgs., Carey-at., W.C.2 

Bonas, Percy, Swiss Cottage, Diamond Broker. High 
Court May 13 at 12. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st., 
W.cC.2 

BRADY, FREDERIC, 


Bickenhall-mansions, Diamond 
May 13 at 11.30. Bankruptey- 


Jayswater. High Court. May 13 at 11. 
Bankruptey-bidgs., Carey-st., W.C.2 

DAWSON, SAWYER AND COMPANY, Chester, Produce Mer- 
chants. Chester. May 13at2. Crypt-chambers, Eastgate- 
row, Chester. 

DOBSON AND ATKINSON, Filey, Yorks, Tallors. Scarborough. 
May 24 at 4.30. Off. Rec., 48, Westborough, Scarborough. 

Epoar, Joun Buavetr, Oswestry, Painter. Wrexham. 
May 13 at 12. Crypt-chambers, Eastgate-row, Chester. 

EVERARD, CyriL Epwix, Hemel Hempstead, Laundryman 
Barnet. May 13 at 3. 14, Bedford-row, W.( 

LEIPNIK, EDWIN, Harringay, N. High Court. 
Bankruptey-bidgs., Carey-st., W.C.2. 

NABARRO, BENJAMIN, Crouch End, N.8, House 
High Court. May 18 at 11. Bankruptcy-bidgs., 

C.2. 

SHarp, THOMAS Dock, Malton, Yorks, Hardware Merchant. 
Searborough. May 24 at 4. Off. Rec., 48 Westborough, 
Scarborough 

SHORT, NELLIE, Manchester. Manchester 
Off. Rec., Byrom-st., Manchester 

STEELE, CHARLOTTE, Forest-hill Poultry Farmer. 
May 13 at 12.30. York-rd., Westminster 
8.E.1. 

STURMAN, JoserH WILLIAM, 
Vessel. GreatGrimsby. May l4atll 
Chambers, Great Grimsby 

TROTMAN, ARCHIBALD, Moston, nr 
Presser. Manchester. May 13 at 2.30. 
st., Manchester 


May 18 at 12. 


Furnisher 
Carey-st., 


May 13 at 3. 


Greenwich 
Bridge-rd., 


Fishing 
Marys 


Great Grimsby, Mate, 
Off. Rec., St. 
Tailor’s 
Byrom- 


Manchester, 
Off. Rec., 





WHeERReETT, Joseru Southport, Ladies’ Tailor. Liverpool. 
May 13 at 11.30. Off. Rec., 11, Dale-st., Liverpool. 

Wrpory, HENRY, Twickenham, Cartage Contractor. Brent- 
ford. May 13 at 2.30. Bedrord- -row, W.C. 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ANDERSON, GERTRUDE MAUD SHeppon, Leighton Buzzard. 
High Court. Pet.June9. Ord. April 29. 

ASHWORTH, CAPTAIN PHILIP Weston, Shifnal, Salop. High 
Court. Pet. March18. Ord. May 2. 

BurtToy, THomAs, Bolton, Farmer. Kendal. Pet. May 3, 
Ord. Mary 3. 

CLARKE, JouN WALTER, Aston, Grocer. West Bromwich. 
Pet. May 4. Ord. May 4 

CORMACK, ANDREW 7 Ay Birmingham, Advertising Agent. 
Birmingham. Pet.May3. Ord. May 3. 

COWLEY, ALFRED GEORGE, Woodmancote, Sussex, Farmer. 
Brighton. Pet. April 8. Ord. May 2 

Duncan, JAMES COWAN, West Drayton, Artist. Windsor. 
Pet. May 4. Ord. May 4. 

EDWARDS, BENJAMIN, Harrogate. Baker. 

May 2. Ord. May 2. 

Epwarps, Epwarp ArtTHur, Bolton, Lancs, Time Clerk. 
Bolton. Pet. May 3. Ord. May 3. 

GOLDSOBEL, ISRAEL Isaac, Leeds, 
Leeds. Pet. Feb. 25. Ord. May 3. 

HAMILTON, ELLA, Putney. Wandsworth. 
Ord. April 28 

Hors, Georcre THomas, Durham, Joiner. 
May 3. Ord. May 3. 

Kguuiz, James E., Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Picture Frame 
Dealer. Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Pet. April 9. Ord. 
April 30. 

LEIGHFIELD, ALEC, Cwmbran, Mon, Boot 
Newport (Mon). Pet.May2. Ord. May 

LetrNik, Epwix, Harringay, N. High Court. 
Ord. May 3. 

Low, JouN, Pet. 
Ord. May 2. 

MoLp, GseorGe Epwarp, Coventry, 
Coventry. Pet. April13. Ord. April 3¢ 

NABARRO, BENJAMIN, Crouch End, N.8, ease Furnisher. 
High Court. Pet. May 2. Ord. May 2. 

OrAm, Joun THOMAS, Bristol, Clerk. Bristol. Pet. May 4. 
Ord. May 4. 

PLATT, JAMES, Saint Helens, Lancs, Licensed Victualler, 
Liverpool. Pet. May 3. Ord. May 3. 

Reeves, Joun Strvart, Birmingham, eee Agent, 
Birmingham. Pet. May 2. Ord. May 2 

Resapy, Georoe Henry, Lincoln, Grocer. Pet. 
May 3. Ord. May 3 

SANDERS, SAMUEL, Smethwick, Staffs, Steel 
West Bromwich. Pet. May 3. Ord. en A 3. 

SCHOFIELD, HERBERT, ary Haulage Contractor. 
Dewsbury. Pet. May 4. Ord. May 4. 

SIDWELL, HENRY, Ilkeston, Derby, Gemeent Dealer. Derby. 
Pet. May 3. Ord. May 3. 

STURMAN, JOSEPH WILLIAM, Great Grimsby, Mate Fishing 
Vessel. Great Grimsby. Pet. April30. Ord. April 30. 
VENTERS, GEORGE WILLIAM, Lincoln, and VENTERS, ALFRED, 

Cycle Agents. Boston. Pet. May 2. Ord. May 

WHERRETT, JOSEPH, soumagent, Ladies’ Tailor. "Liverpool, 


Pet. April8. Ord. May 

ORDER ANNULLING, "ikkVOKING, OR RESCINDING 

DE 

JerrRey, ARCHIBALD, PB .-_IR High Court. Nature 
and Date of Order annulled, and Rescinded—Adjudication 
dated Oct. 1, 1919, annulled; Receiving Order dated 
—_ 9, 1919 rescinded. Date of Annulment April 28 
1921 


Harrogate. Pet. 


Woollen Merchant. 
Pet. Feb. 11. 
Durham. Pet. 


Repairer. 
Pet. May 3, 
March 8, 
Merchant. 


Ferndown, Dorset. Poole. 


- eo 


Lincoln. 
Merchant 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL AND WEEKLY REPORTER. 


Vol. 65 commenced OCTOBER 16th, 1920. 


ANNUAL 
£2 12s. ; 


by Post, £214s.; 
HALP-YEARLY AND QUARTERLY SUBSCRIPTIONS 


SU BSCRIPTION, PAYABLE 
Foreign, £2 16s. ; 


IN ADVANCE: 
Single Number, 1/- 
IN PROPORTION. 





Please send Tuk Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL AND WEEKLY REPORTER from _ 


until countermanded. I enclose cheque for 


months. 





for 


ORDER FORM. 





, my Subscription 











*,* Tue Soxicrrors’ Journal AND Weekly Reporter can be ordered from any date, and back numbers of the current 





volume can be supplied. 


Cheques and Post Office Orders payable to Tue Soxicrrors’ Law Srationgry Society, Liurrep. 


OFFICE: 27 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.0C.2. 








